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Editorial Introduction
Betsy Gilliland
University of Hawai‘i Mānoa
Grant Eckstein
Brigham Young University

W

e are pleased to share with you our latest issue of the Journal of
Response to Writing. Although not intentionally planned, this
issue’s three feature articles all explore the affective dimensions of response, considering both learners’ and instructors’ views on
aspects of response practice. The authors point out that just as important
as examining what happens when responding is knowing how the people
involved experience response.
We are pleased to welcome back JRW’s founding editor, Dana Ferris,
whose article “‘They Say I Have a Lot to Learn’: How Teacher Feedback
Influences Advanced University Students’ Views of Writing” presents the
findings from a large-scale longitudinal study investigating how upper division undergraduate students remember the feedback they received from
previous teachers. Ferris surveyed 8,500 students across five years to find
out how their affective perceptions of teacher feedback corresponded to
their views on writing. With both qualitative and quantitative data, Ferris
argues that students who report having received more negative feedback

Gilliland, B., & Eckstein, G. (2018). Editorial introduction. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2):
1–3.
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also have less positive feelings about writing in general. Multilingual
writers in particular remember more critical feedback and find less enjoyment in writing overall. Ferris suggests that these findings should be
a reminder to teachers to pay attention to how they respond to students’
texts, as instructor comments can have a lasting impact on learners’ feelings about writing for academic purposes.
Our second feature article, “Student Perceptions of Dynamic Written
Corrective Feedback in Developmental Multilingual Writing Classes,” presents Kendon Kurzer’s analysis of students’ feelings about the practice of
dynamic written corrective feedback (DWCF). Having implemented the
approach in a quasi-experimental manner with some class sections of
an English as a second language writing program while other sections
received regular feedback, Kurzer was able to survey students to examine their perceptions of the practice; he then conducted interviews with
students who had varying views on the approach to understand their
reasons for liking or disliking it. Kurzer found that students were overall
positive about DWCF.
Turning from student perceptions to teacher experiences, in the article “Affective Tensions in Response” Nicole I. Caswell explores one
teacher’s emotional responses while providing feedback to students in
a community college pre-first-year composition course. Using a thinkaloud protocol, Caswell documented what a teacher named Kim said as
she responded to her students’ written texts. Caswell then analyzed Kim’s
comments for emotional episodes and identified triggers in the student
texts and contextual factors, which were most prominently institutional
and personal. From this article, we are reminded of the importance of
considering the affective tensions of response, which Caswell defines as
“the (un)conscious negotiation teachers experience between what they
feel they should do …and what they are expected to do.”
The final piece in this issue is a teaching article by Mimi Li, “Online
Peer Review Using Turnitin PeerMark.” In this article, Li reports on research conducted in a first-year composition course where the program
PeerMark, created by Turnitin, was used to train students to provide
feedback on each other’s writing in a double-blind format. Li compared
students’ drafts to identify areas where they made use of peer feedback
Gilliland, B., & Eckstein, G. (2018). Editorial introduction. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2):
1–3.
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in their revisions. The article concludes with a discussion of the potential of this platform for teachers.
As you enjoy reading these articles, consider attending the TESOL
International Convention in March 2019, where the Second Language
Writing Interest Section’s Academic Session will be focused on the topic
of response to writing. Facilitated by JRW co-editor Betsy Gilliland, the
session will feature presentations by scholars whose work addresses issues of response in second language writing. The panelists include
• Qiandi Liu and Dan Brown, sharing updates on their methodological synthesis of research on written corrective feedback in
L2 writing;
• Carol Severino, discussing the controversy around global feedback
versus language feedback in writing center response practices,
• Kate Mangelsdorf and Todd Ruecker, examining response practices
for graduate student writing; and
• Estela Ene and Thomas Upton, reporting on computer-based response approaches for synchronous and asynchronous teacher
feedback.
• This panel promises to cultivate valuable discussion around these
important issues in response to second language writing.
As always, we encourage readers to sign up on our email list in order
to receive notifications of upcoming issues and other announcements.
“Like” us on Facebook for more news and updates! If you are currently
doing research or teaching with response, then please consider writing
about your work for JRW. Manuscripts can be submitted at any time via
our online system. The editors are happy to discuss ideas for potential
articles as well.

Copyrights
© JRW & Authors.
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the Journal.
This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution license (CC BY-NC-ND) (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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“They Said I Have a Lot to Learn”: How
Teacher Feedback Influences Advanced
University Students’ Views of Writing
Dana Ferris
University of California, Davis
This study examines the relationship between students’ memories of teacher feedback
and these students’ writing and attitudes toward and enjoyment of writing. More than
8,500 survey responses were collected from advanced undergraduate students in a

large university writing program. A question about the characteristics of teacher
feedback received by student respondents was examined both quantitatively and
qualitatively. Second, responses to a different survey question about students’ attitudes toward writing were statistically compared with their reported memories
of teacher feedback. Responses to the teacher feedback and writing attitudes questions from different student subgroups (analyzed by first language backgrounds
and by when they matriculated at the university) were also compared statistically. Results showed that students had a wide range of reactions, some positive and
some negative, to teacher feedback. There also was a strong relationship between
their self-reported enjoyment of writing and how they have experienced teacher
feedback. Further, it was clear that multilingual students expressed more negative attitudes toward writing in general and reported less positive experiences with
teacher feedback. The study suggests that students attend to and have a range of
reactions to teacher feedback and that teachers should be self-reflective and sensitive about their response practices, particularly when responding to multilingual
students about language issues.

Keywords: teacher feedback, writing attitudes, multilingual student writers
Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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Since the earliest days of composition research on teacher response
to student writing, scholars have warned about the potential of instructor
feedback to demoralize and disempower student writers (e.g., Brannon &
Knoblauch, 1982; Sommers, 1982). In my own career as a teacher educator, I have on many occasions conducted classes and workshops for preservice or new teachers on strategies for response to student writing, and
I typically begin by eliciting participants’ own memories of the feedback
they have received about their writing from teachers over the years. After
several decades of such discussions, I have moved beyond being shocked
by what I hear, but I am nonetheless still saddened:
• A new teacher, with a graduate degree, described a moment years
earlier in high school when her English teacher held up her paper in
front of the whole class, ripped it to shreds, and said, “That’s what I
think about your paper!”
• A graduate student pursuing an MA in Teaching English to Speakers
of Other Languages said that in his first-year college composition
class, after he wrote the first paper, his teacher said to him, “You know,
some people aren’t cut out for college.”
• Several prospective teachers who were nonnative speakers of English
recalled receiving some version of this written comment: “I will not
read this until you correct your grammar.”
• My own daughter, a stellar student who received straight As throughout high school and went off at age 17 to a top university, was devastated when a high school English teacher wrote on her paper, “Not
the quality of work I’m accustomed to seeing from you. I’m very
disappointed.”
These anecdotes have three things in common. First, the teacher comments caused so much embarrassment and pain that the recipients vividly
remembered them, word for word, even many years later. Second, not one
of these comments is at all helpful or constructive. Even the backhanded
“assistance” offered by demanding that the student fix his or her “grammar”
before being deemed worthy of a reading does not provide the writer with
any specifics about patterns of error or strategies for editing the text: It just
demands that the student solve the problem as if she or he had not cared
enough to do so in the first place. Third, the comments in these stories
Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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read as mean-spirited, designed to humiliate and express frustration toward the students rather than to actually teach them something. These
comments show us a lot more about the teachers than they do about the
student writers themselves.
As a consequence of such concerns, for the past 30–40 years or so, college writing instructors have been trained to avoid being overbearing and
appropriative (Sommers, 1982) in responding to student writers, to converse with them in the margins by asking questions rather than barking
out orders, and to avoid premature focus on surface concerns (grammar
and mechanics) so that student writers can work first on discovering ideas
through drafting and revision. Through recent research, we have learned
more about teacher goals, principles, and frustrations in responding to
student writing (e.g., Ferris 2014; Ferris, Brown, Liu, & Stine, 2011; Ferris,
Liu, & Rabie, 2011; Matsuda, Saenkhum, & Accardi, 2013; Montgomery
& Baker, 2007). But how do today’s students describe the teacher feedback
that they have received, and how do they characterize its effects on their
own attitudes toward writing?
Though there have been previous studies on student reactions to and
views of teacher response (e.g., Cohen, 1987; Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock
& Lefkowitz, 1994, 1996; Montgomery & Baker, 2007; Radecki & Swales,
1988; Straub, 1997), most tend to focus on (a) what students perceive their
teachers’ response priorities are (i.e., ideas vs. grammar) or (b) what students prefer (or don’t) in teacher feedback. Such studies have also focused
on younger students—high school students or first-year college students.
The few studies that have looked more closely at students’ affective responses to teacher feedback tend to be smaller, case-study designs (e.g.,
Hyland, 1998; Sperling & Freedman, 1987).
The study described in this paper takes a different approach toward
examining student memories of teacher feedback. First, it draws upon
data from a longitudinal survey study in a large university writing program, a study that collected more than 8,500 student responses in a fiveyear period. Second, the respondent population is advanced university
students (mostly seniors) who are reflecting back not only upon their
high school experiences but also upon previous college-level writing
they have done, including first-year composition instruction and writing within their majors or disciplines. Third, through cross-tabulation
Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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of survey responses and qualitative analysis of students’ verbal comments, this study endeavors to connect students’ reported experiences
with teacher feedback to their feelings about writing in general. Because
of the study’s size, target population, and retrospective insights gathered, it adds new and distinct insights about how teacher feedback may
affect students’ views of writing over time.
Background
Few teachers or scholars would disagree with the assertion that teacher
commentary has power to either motivate or discourage student writers
(for a recent, cogent summary on this point, see Macklin, 2016). However,
research studies in which student writers are specifically asked about how
they feel about or react to teacher feedback have been relatively limited.
These studies tend to divide into two categories, although there is some
overlap. In the first set of studies, students are asked to describe their
teachers’ priorities in giving feedback. For example, Cohen (1987) surveyed first-year college students about the focus of their teachers’ commentary; these students reported that their teachers mostly emphasized
grammar issues. Later studies (e.g., Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz,
1994) reported that students observed a broader range of teacher priorities
(ideas and organization in addition to grammar and vocabulary). A study
by Montgomery and Baker (2007) identified mismatches between how
teachers described their own feedback philosophies (focused on idea development, especially early in the writing process) and how their students
characterized the feedback they had received (more focused on grammar,
and analyses of text samples supported the students’ observations rather
than those of the teachers). In some cases, these researchers also inquired
as to student observations about teacher feedback at different points in the
writing process (i.e., intermediate vs. final drafts, e.g., Ferris, 1995).
The second line of research asked students about their own preferences regarding teacher feedback and invited them to discuss their past
reactions to (or problems with) feedback they had received. Straub (1997)
gave students a sample list of actual teacher comments, asking them to
rate and respond to the feedback as if they themselves were the student
writers. He found that students appreciated feedback on a range of writing
Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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issues that utilized either open-ended questions or detailed guidance for
revision and disliked feedback they viewed as controlling or unhelpful.
Several studies reported that students disliked or were confused by cryptic comments such as “Confusing,” by error codes or correction symbols
or even by illegibility of instructor feedback (Cohen, 1987; Ferris, 1995;
Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1996; Lee, 2008). In others, students said they
wished for comprehensive direct correction of their errors by their teachers
(Lee, 2008; Leki, 1991; Radecki & Swales, 1988). Students also generally
claimed to take teacher feedback seriously, to read it carefully, and to
find it helpful (Brice, 1995; Enginarlar, 1993; Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock &
Lefkowitz, 1994; Hyland, 1998, 2003), though teachers themselves tend to
doubt that students attend to the responses they have labored over (Ferris,
Liu, & Rabie, 2011). Findings from several case studies also suggest that
the nature of the relationship between the teacher and student influences
how students feel about teacher feedback (Hyland, 1998; Lee & Schallert,
2008; Sperling & Freedman, 1987). For example, if a teacher was perceived by students as overly controlling, students were likely to comply
with feedback (i.e., do exactly what they were told and no more) but not
necessarily to engage substantively in revising their texts.
Research designs examining student views of teacher feedback have
typically consisted of surveys or questionnaires, including Straub’s (1997)
rating task in which student writers reacted to decontextualized teacher
comments, or triangulated studies that involved examination of teacher
commentary, student texts, and, in some cases, retrospective interviews
with students and/or teachers about the response-and-revision cycle
(e.g., Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Hyland, 1998; Lee & Schallert, 2008;
Montgomery & Baker, 2007). Survey studies are limited, of course, in that
they can only report on what student writers claim their teachers did, and
interview studies, by necessity, tend to be limited by their relatively small
sample size. Nonetheless, survey studies can provide a breadth or range of
student opinions, while interview studies can provide depth—more of the
“why” of student perceptions.
Most research on student views about teacher response does not
closely examine how teacher feedback may influence students’ feelings
about writing or about themselves as writers. One exception is in a case
Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.

“They Said I Have a Lot to Learn” • 9

study by Hyland (1998), in which two student writers described losing
motivation and confidence over time, in part because the feedback from
their teachers reinforced their own sense that they were not improving or
making progress. An older experimental study by Gee (1972) made connections between the types of feedback high school students received (positive, neutral, or critical) and their writing improvement; Gee also claimed
that the nature of the feedback influenced students’ attitudes toward writing. That said, generally speaking, while we may assume that teacher feedback influences student attitudes about writing, there is not much direct
evidence as to how or why it does so.
Further, the previous studies cited focus on younger students, either
in secondary school or in their first year of college/university studies.
Similar work has not been completed with more advanced college students, who have the benefit of additional experience with college-level
writing upon which they can reflect. Though there have been a few studies
about how graduate student writers (i.e., master’s or doctoral students)
feel about feedback from thesis or dissertation advisers (e.g., de Kleijn,
Meijer, Pilot, & Brekelmans, 2014), these focus primarily on specialized,
intense one-to-one relationships between mentors and mentees, rather
than the more generalized experiences that undergraduate students have
with instructors providing feedback to a whole class of writers.
With this existing research base in mind, this paper reports on data
from a large survey study (N = 8,529) conducted over a recent 5-year period (2012–16) with advanced undergraduate university students. Using
both quantitative survey data and qualitative analysis of verbal comments,
it connects students’ perceptions of the feedback they have received from
teachers to their views about writing in general. It further examines whether
salient student subgroup characteristics interact with these student observations about teacher feedback, since there is some evidence that writing instructors respond differently to second-language (L2) students than they
do to first-language (L1) writers (Ferris et al., 2011; Matsuda et al., 2013).
The study is guided by the following research questions:
1. How do advanced undergraduate student writers recall and perceive the
feedback they have received from previous teachers about their writing?

Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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2. Is there an observable connection between how students describe previous teacher feedback and their current general feelings about writing?
3. Are there any differences among subgroups of student writers within
the sample as to (a) how they feel about writing in general and (b) how
they characterize feedback received from previous teachers?
Method
The site for the research was a large, public research university in the
United States. It is extremely diverse demographically (www.ucdavis.edu)
and has a large and rapidly growing international student population
as well as a sizable number of domestic multilingual students (i.e., U.S.educated resident immigrants and/or children of first-generation immigrants). The survey was conducted within the university’s writing
program, which includes a large upper-division program for advanced
undergraduates (junior standing required), offering about 300 courses per
academic year. This upper-division program includes a general advanced
composition course as well as specialized courses in writing in the disciplines (e.g., biology, history, sociology, engineering) and the professions
(e.g., business, law, health). The two most popular and frequently offered
courses are advanced composition and business writing.
Survey Design, Administration, and Goals
The survey was designed by the author in late 2011 with input from
other program administrators and was piloted then with a group of students who volunteered to complete it. Once the survey had been finalized, data were collected during the first three weeks of every term
(excluding summer sessions) for five calendar years (2012–16). Before
each term began, the author sent an email with the survey link to all
upper-division writing instructors, asking them to share the link with their
students in class, via email, and/or on the course website. Instructor participation in the process was voluntary, and student survey responses were
anonymous, so it is difficult to ascertain exactly how many classes and
students received the link over the years. However, we estimate that, at
minimum, at least 25% of the possible student respondents completed the
Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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Table 1
Survey Respondents: Overview
Characteristic

Subcategories/response choices

Year in school

Senior
Junior

2,109 (25%)

Sophomore

129 (1.5%)

Other

81 (1%)

Social Science

2,510 (29%)

Biological Sciences

1,904 (22%)

Humanities

1,695 (20%)

Ag/Environmental Science

1,524 (18%)

Math/Physical Science

843 (10%)

Engineering

666 (8%)

Advanced Composition

2,792 (33%)

Business Writing

2,069 (24%)

Health

1,262 (15%)

All others combined

2,406 (28%)

As a freshman

5,193 (62%)

As a transfer student

3,148 (38%)

None

3,342 (40%)

First-year composition

5,491c (56%)

Basic writing course

1,155 (14%)

ESL course(s)

166 (2%)

Other

1,145 (14%)

English only

3,138 (37.5%)

English + another language(s)

2,489 (30%)

A language(s) other than English

2,741 (33%)

International student

437 (5%)

a

Major field

Specific writing course
enrolled in

When matriculated
Previous university writing
coursesb

Language background

Visa status

d

Number (% total)
6,204 (73%)

Although junior standing is an official prerequisite for courses in this program, the prerequisite is not automatically enforced, so a few sophomores slipped into the classes over the years. b Totals add up to more than
100% because students were told to select all that applied (e.g., basic writing + first-year composition). c First-year
composition courses are offered in four departments at this university. This is a combined total. d These categories
are based on students’ responses to survey question 11 (languages spoken in their home when young children).
a

Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
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survey, although that percentage may be as high as 40%. Over five years,
more than 8,500 students completed and submitted the survey. Table
1 shows the general characteristics of the survey respondent population.
Survey goals. The primary purpose of the survey was to gather demographic information to (a) better understand the student population in the
advanced writing program for internal administrative and instructional
purposes and (b) to document changes and growth over time to better
advocate for resources from university administrators. A secondary but
important goal was to have students self-assess their own writing abilities
and reflect upon how previous experiences with writing instruction had
contributed (or not) to their current strengths and weaknesses as writers.
The survey instrument. The survey was designed and delivered
through the online collector SurveyMonkey. It was a 21-item survey in
three sections: (a) Introduction (questions about students’ grade level,
major, when they had matriculated at the university, etc.); (b) Writing and
language background (which college writing course[s] they had already
taken, the language[s] spoken in their home, etc.); and (c) Writing Skills
(self-assessment of their own writing skills and experiences). The survey consisted of multiple-choice items with room for optional additional
comments on most questions.1 The full text of the survey is provided in
the Appendix.
Data Analysis
To investigate the research questions outlined above, the analysis for
this paper focuses primarily on student responses to Questions 18 and 19
with other information gathered from the first two sections of the survey to discuss Research Question 3 in particular. The multiple-choice
responses to Questions 18 and 19 were examined as frequencies and
percentages and cross-tabulated to see connections between the two
items and whether there were any statistically significant relationships between reported teacher feedback characteristics and respondents’ attitudes
about writing.2 The verbal comments provided in response to Question
1 The survey was completely anonymous, and IP addresses were not collected. The study was judged “Exempt” from human subjects concerns by the university’s institutional research board.
2 All statistical calculations (paired samples t tests) were performed using SPSS Version 24. Complete statistical results are available from the author upon request.

Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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19 were also categorized and tabulated; a subset of these categorizations
was cross-checked for confirmation with two co-researchers. To address Research Question 3, responses to Questions 18 and 19 were also
cross-tabulated and statistically compared with students’ self-described
language background (based on responses to Question 11) and a question (6) related to their pathways to upper-division writing courses (regarding when they matriculated at the university). The results discussed
in the next section are based upon all of these analyses.
Results
Research Question 1: Students’ Memories of Teacher Feedback
Table 2 summarizes students’ responses to survey Question 19, about
teacher feedback they had previously received. The general picture presented in Table 2 is that many students recalled receiving generally positive feedback from their teachers (48% chose “Teachers generally liked
my writing”), while few remembered their teachers as never seeming “to
like anything about my writing” (1.6%). However, when asked about specific feedback they’d received on different aspects of their writing, the
responses were more mixed:
• While 45% of students said teachers had praised their content or
ideas, 31% said teachers had felt their ideas were unclear and/or
underdeveloped.
• Twenty-six percent of the respondents said that teachers had criticized their use of language, but nearly 23% said that teachers had
praised their language use.
• Twenty-five percent said instructors had praised their organization,
but 20% said teachers had criticized it.
Another 12% of respondents said they couldn’t remember any teacher
feedback about their writing. In short, though nearly half of the students
reported that teachers had seemed to generally like their writing and very
few said that their teachers hadn’t liked anything about their writing, there
was quite a mixture of reported student experiences when it came to teacher
feedback about specific characteristics of their writing.

Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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Table 2
Student Responses to Survey Question 19
Q19: Have you ever been given any specific feedback by teachers about your strengths
or weaknesses as a writer? If so, what kinds of things did they mention? Answer ALL
that apply.
Answer Choices

Responses

I sometimes enjoyed writing.

49.17%

4,004

I always or usually enjoyed writing.

24.40%

1,987

I rarely enjoyed writing

21.07%

1,716

I never enjoyed writing

5.35%

436

Total

8,143

Verbal comments. Optional comments were provided on Question 19
by 406 of the respondents. These comments were categorized and collated
(see Table 3). Many of the comments were coded for more than one category, so the totals in Table 3 are higher than 406.

Ferris, D. (2018). “They said I have a lot to learn’’: How teacher feedback influences advanced
university students’ views of writing. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 4–33.
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Table 3
Optional Verbal Comments from Question 19 (Teacher Feedback)
Category/Theme

Number of
responses

Illustrative quotation(s)

Specific negative
comment

193 (48%)

• I’ve been told I need to work on being concise.
• Constant criticism was run-on sentences.

Self-Critical

73 (18%)

I have potential but could get much better.

Strengths + weaknesses

68 (17%)

I once got the comment, and I quote, “Your organization
really could be a lot better, but you’re a good enough writer that you get away with it.”

General positive
comment

61 (15%)

Teachers really enjoyed my writing and have asked to use
my papers as examples.

General negative
comment

38 (9%)

They said I have a lot to learn.

Feedback unhelpful

36 (9%)

They often write nice, and great job, but to me it sounds
like they never gave me good feedback.

Depends on
teacher

34 (8%)

In high school my essay class teacher didn’t like my writing and gave me lower grades than I was used to. In college the following year in freshman comp my professor
really liked it and I received all As on essays. So I’m not
sure how my writing actually is.

Time reference

25 (6%)

The praise stopped right around middle school.

Feedback helpful

17 (4%)

The biggest help I get from teachers is when I struggle
with expressing my ideas coherently. I will occasionally
phrase my thoughts awkwardly, so teachers will help me
clarify these ideas.

Improved over
time

17 (4%)

In the past I did have a lot of trouble writing, but over time
with more practice, I got better and started getting better
feedback.

Background

17 (4%)

I was in Special Education all my life for a learning disability because of my weakness with reading and writing.

Writer preferences 14 (3%)

When I’m writing about a subject I’m interested in, I get
better comments than with other assignments.

Can’t remember

11 (3%)

I do not remember. It has been several years since I last
took a writing course.

Neutral response

7 (2%)

I don’t think I was particularly noteworthy nor particularly criticized.
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As might be expected, nearly half of the comments (48%) described a
specific criticism(s) made by their previous teachers about their writing.
These comments covered a wide range of possible problems, from spelling
and overuse of passive voice, to poor idea development, to weak organization, to lack of analysis. A few students specifically noted that their teachers had said they “write the way they talk” and that this was portrayed as
a weakness. The second-largest category, self-critical comments (18% of
the total responses), included both some of these specific criticisms plus
more general statements about their overall abilities as writers (e.g., “I
have potential but I could get much better”; “I’m a lazy writer and my
problem comes from a lack of proofreading”; “I have a tendency to rant”).
It is perhaps not surprising that, when asked about their memories of
teacher feedback, students might focus on the times their writing received
criticism. However, the next two highest categories in Table 2 (“Strengths
+ Weaknesses” and “General positive comment”) show that at least some
students reported receiving encouragement from their past teachers, even
if the feedback was paired with criticism (“I would be praised on my ideas
but had to work on grammar”), and even if the praise was of a fairly general nature (“One teacher said my voice in my writing was strong, though
I still don’t know exactly what that means”). In another 17 instances, comments were coded under a “Feedback helpful” category, meaning that students expressed appreciation for ways in which they felt teacher feedback
had facilitated their improvement or at least built their confidence. This
finding suggests that, contrary to 1980s-era warnings about the negative
influence of teacher feedback, there are at least some teachers who respond to student writing in ways that writers find helpful, encouraging,
and motivating. In contrast, several other themes emerged in which students conveyed frustration with their past feedback experiences, either
finding teacher feedback unhelpful (9%), remarking that their feedback
memories varied depending on the teacher and sometimes on the assignment (8%), and expressed how their own preferences about writing assignments and personal style would clash with the desires or expectations
of their teachers (3%).
A final set of categories that emerged from this analysis represented survey respondents’ more personal observations about themselves and their
progress. For example, some students (17 comments or 4%) specifically
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mentioned their own backgrounds, such as being second-language speakers of English or having struggled with learning disabilities. Students also,
in some comments (25/6%), made specific time references (e.g., “in high
school” or differences between high school and college instructors), and in
some instances (17/4%) noted that while instructors had commented on
particular issues in the past, they (respondents) believed that they had improved in that area over time.
Research Question 2: Relationships Between Teacher Feedback and General Writing Attitudes
To address Research Question 2, students’ responses to Questions 18
and 19 were cross-tabulated, and statistical relationships were examined
for significance. The results of this analysis are shown in Tables 4 and 5.
Table 4
Student Writing Attitudes (Student Responses to Survey Question 18)
Q18: Has writing (especially in school) been a good experience for you?
Answer Choices

Responses

Teachers generally liked my writing.

47.72%

3,868

Teachers praised my content/ideas.

44.89%

3,638

Teachers felt my ideas were unclear or needed more detail.

30.75%

2,492

Teachers criticized my language use (grammar, vocabulary, spelling,
punctuation, or other mechanics).

26.18%

2,122

Teachers praised my organization.

24.87%

2,016

Teachers praised my expression/language use.

22.67%

1,837

Teachers criticized my organization.

19.79%

1,604

No, not that I can remember.

12.09%

980

Teachers never seemed to like anything about my writing.

1.59%

129

Total

8,105

Question 18 asked students to reflect on their past writing experiences, especially writing for school. Respondents in this survey were generally lukewarm to negative in their reported attitudes toward writing, with
49% saying they “sometimes” enjoyed it, 26% saying they “rarely” or “never”
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enjoyed it, and only 24% saying they “always or usually” enjoyed it. One
could, however, interpret responses in the opposite direction—nearly 75%
of students said they “sometimes” or “always” enjoyed writing.
Table 5
Relationships between Student Writing Attitudes (Q18) and Student Memories of Teacher Feedback (Q19)
Reported teacher
feedback (Q19)a
Always/
Usually
enjoyed
writing

Sometimes
enjoyed
writing

Rarely
enjoyed
writing

Never
enjoyed
writing

Total

1,555
(42%)

1,873
(51%)

355
(10%)

78
(2%)

3,689

Praised my ideas 1,257
(35%)

1,788
(49%)

505
(14%)

83
(2%)

3,639

Praised my orga- 727
nization
(36%)

949
(47%)

281
(14%)

54
(3%)

2,017

Praised my
language use

901
(48%)

745
(40%)

153
(8%)

36
(2%)

1,858

Criticized my
ideas

389
(16%)

1,227
(49%)

687
(28%)

186
(8%)

2,493

Criticized my
organization

335
(21%)

755
(47%)

399
(25%)

114
(7%)

1,605

Criticized my
language use

318
(15%)

1,024
(48%)

604
(28%)

172
(8%)

2,123

Teachers never
seemed to like
my writing

7
(5%)

33
(26%)

41
(32%)

48
(37%)

129

Don’t remember

89
(9%)

487
(50%)

305
(31%)

98
(10%)

981

Teachers generally liked my
writing

a

Attitude type (Q18)

Respondents could select all statements that they wanted to for Q19
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Table 5 shows the cross-tabulated relationships between students’ responses about how much they had or had not enjoyed writing (Question
18) and their memories of teacher feedback (Question 19).
Among the more specific descriptors, students seemed especially sensitive to both positive and negative teacher feedback about language use and
expression. If students reported that teachers had praised their language expression, 48% of them also said that they had “always/usually” enjoyed
writing (the highest level of enjoyment connected to any specific feedback descriptor), and only 2% said that they “never” did. In contrast,
when students said that teachers had criticized their language use, 8% said
they had “never” enjoyed writing (the highest “never” percentage connected to any feedback description). This particular finding seems especially salient given the diverse language backgrounds of the respondents. It
is not surprising that multilingual students, who are likely well aware of
struggles they might have with language for writing, would particularly
remember and react strongly to teacher feedback (good or bad) about
their language use in writing. This point will be discussed further with
regard to Research Question 3 in the next section and in the conclusion.
All of the statistical relationships between attitudes toward writing and
specific teacher feedback categories were highly significant (p < .0001).
Research Question 3: Differences Across Student Subgroups in Teacher
Feedback Experiences and Writing Attitudes
To address the third research question, I looked at two specific student characteristics identified in the survey: (a) matriculation history at
the university where the study took place and (b) language background.
Matriculation history was a binary category with data taken from Question
6 of the survey: Had the respondents begun their studies as freshmen
at the 4-year university under investigation, or had they transferred from
another institution (in most cases, from a state-funded 2-year or community college)? Since research suggests that transfer students may face
greater challenges and lack confidence in their writing abilities (Berger &
Malaney, 2003; Pennington, 2006; Wood & Moore, 2014), it seemed worth
examining whether their overall enjoyment of writing and their reported
experiences with teacher feedback were similar to or different from those
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of other student subgroups. Language background groups, as also shown
in Table 1, were defined by students’ responses to Question 11 (primary
language[s] spoken in the home). The results of the subgroup analyses
are shown in Tables 6 and 7; again, all statistical tests were significant at the
level p < .0001.
Table 6
Student Subgroup Variables Cross-Tabulated with Writing Attitude Responses (Q18)
Subgroup

Always/
usually
enjoyed
writing

Sometimes
enjoyed
writing

Rarely
enjoyed
writing

Never
enjoyed
writing

Totals

Matriculation status
Began as
freshman

1,229
(24.3%)

2,532
(50%)

1,047
(21%)

247
(5%)

5,055

Transfer

753
(25%)

1,430
(47%)

666
(22%)

186
(6%)

3,065

Primary language backgrounda

a

L1

996
(33%)

1429
(47%)

517
(17%)

111
(4%)

3053

Bilingual

564
(23%)

1250
(51%)

493
(20%)

121
(5%)

2428

L2

427
(16%)

1325
(50%)

706
(27%)

204
(8%)

2662

L1 = monolingual English; bilingual = English + another language(s); L2 = a language other than English.

Although the raw data shown in Table 6 suggest that the student respondents’ matriculation status (whether they began at the university as
freshmen or as transfer students) had little connection to their overall enjoyment of writing in the past, even these small differences were statistically
significant, no doubt due to the extremely large N. Further, multilingual
students (including both the bilingual group and the L2 group) expressed
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much less enjoyment of writing than did students who came from a monolingual English (L1) background. While 33% of the L1 students said they
“always or usually” enjoyed writing, only 23% of the bilingual students
and 16% of the L2 students selected that response. On the other end of
the spectrum, 35% of the L2 students said they “never” or “rarely” enjoyed
writing, compared with 25% of the bilingual students and 21% of the L1
students.
Table 7
Student Subgroup Variables Cross-Tabulated with Teacher Feedback Responses (Q19).
Teacher feedback
option

Matriculated
as freshman

Transfer
student

L1

Bilingual (English
+ another language
on Q11)

L2

Generally liked
my writing

2,449
(21%)

1,411
(21%)

1,917
(26%)

1,115
(19%)

836
(15%)

Praised ideas

2,341
(20%)

1,288
(19%)

1,505
(21%)

1,085
(19%)

1,048
(19%)

Praised organization

1,296
(11%)

714
(10%)

855
(12%)

597
(10%)

564
(10%)

Praised language

1,153
(10%)

680
(10%)

850
(12%)

558
(10%)

429
(8%)

Criticized ideas

1,648
(14%)

838
(12%)

697
(10%)

882
(15%)

913
(16%)

Criticized organi- 1,026
zation
(9%)

574
(8%)

557
(8%)

549
(10%)

498
(9%)

Criticized language

1,260
(11%)

857
(13%)

562
(8%)

638
(11%)

922
(16%)

Generally disliked my writing

69
(1%)

60
(1%)

35
(.5%)

43
(1%)

51
(1%)

Don’t remember

559
(5%)

417
(6%)

304
(4%)

288
(5%)

388
(7%)

Total

11,801

6,839

7,282

5,755

5,649

Note. Students could select as many responses as they wanted to, so percentages add up to more than 100%.
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Table 7 again shows that students’ matriculation status did not lead
to notable differences between the two groups in their memories about
teacher feedback, as there was no more than a 2% difference for any
item (but again, even these small differences turned out to be statistically
significant). However, there were some substantial observable differences
across the different language background groups: L1 students (26%) were
much more likely to say that teachers “generally liked” their writing than
were the two multilingual groups (19% for bilingual students and 15% for
L2 students). The multilingual groups were more likely to report having
received criticism, especially regarding their idea development and their
language use. However, the multilingual groups also reported having
received praise for their ideas at levels close to those of the L1 students.
One could speculate that their past teachers, having pointed out language
problems, tried to also give the multilingual students positive feedback
about their ideas in order to soften the blow.
Discussion and Conclusions
In the data examined for this paper, advanced undergraduate writing students were asked in survey questions to reflect upon the feedback
they had received about their writing from their teachers over the years
(which could include primary or secondary teachers, college writing instructors, or instructors across the disciplines). In the resulting analyses,
students’ memories of and reactions to teacher feedback were examined,
these views were then compared with their self-reported sense of enjoyment about writing, and responses from different student subgroups were
cross-tabulated and compared statistically.
Students’ Views about Teacher Feedback
For the most part, it appeared that these student writers were relatively sanguine about teacher feedback: Nearly half said that teachers had “generally liked” their writing, and fewer than 2% said that their
instructors “never seemed to like anything about their writing” (Table
2). However, when 406 verbal comments in response to the teacher feedback question were categorized for themes (Table 3), a broad range of
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experiences emerged. Students reported a vast array of critical comments
they had received (this category comprised nearly half of all comments),
and these comments were not confined entirely to complaints about their
grammar or mechanics, though many specific language subtopics were
indeed mentioned. Some students (18% of the comments, as shown in
Table 3) were quite self-critical in response to this question, implying that
for some, they felt that their teachers’ past criticisms were accurate and
justified. Some students spoke positively about teacher feedback, saying
that it had encouraged and guided them to improvement over time, but
others expressed frustration over lack of teacher feedback (or at least any
they could recall), vague and unhelpful feedback, and feedback they found
overbearing. These reactions are similar to the preferences expressed in
Straub’s (1997) study in which students ranked a set of decontextualized
teacher comments. Not surprisingly, given the size and diversity of the
sample in this study (more than 8,500 responses), participants reported
having had varying experiences with teacher feedback over time, and in
some cases (8% of the total; see Table 3), they said that their experiences
with feedback had differed depending on the teacher. Generally speaking,
the respondents in this study appeared to have remembered and (sometimes or often) believed what their teachers told them through feedback
about their writing. This finding suggests that, despite teacher frustrations
and doubts about whether students attend to their comments (see Ferris,
Liu, & Rabie, 2011), teacher feedback does in fact have a great deal of
influence on student writers.
The Relationship Between Teacher Feedback and Writing Enjoyment
To investigate a possible relationship between students’ memories
of teacher feedback and general attitudes toward writing, student responses to survey questions 18 (enjoyment of writing) and 19 (memories of teacher feedback) were cross-tabulated and compared statistically
(Research Question 2 and Tables 4-5). It seemed clear from this analysis
that students’ overall enjoyment of writing for school, or lack thereof, could
be linked to their previous experiences with teacher feedback. Though
there were instances of students saying that they “never enjoyed writing”
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even though teachers “generally liked my writing,” and examples of students who said that they “always or usually enjoyed writing” even though
“teachers never seemed to like anything about my writing,” these were
small numbers, and for the most part, a positive experience with teacher
feedback was strongly connected with reported enjoyment of writing—
and vice versa.
Differential Treatment for Multilingual Students?
To see whether sizable subgroups of students reported different feelings about writing and/or experiences with teacher feedback, two additional analyses were undertaken (see Research Question 3 and Tables
6–7): one that focused on when students had matriculated at the university (as freshmen or as transfer students) and one that examined students’
primary language background (monolingual English, bilingual English
plus another language, or another language [or other languages] spoken
in the home). Considering the scope of the study—students could reflect
upon and comment about any teacher feedback received any time in the
past—it is perhaps not surprising that differences in reported writing attitudes or feedback memories between the two “matriculation” groups,
though statistically significant, were small. Whether students came up
through the university as freshmen or transferred from elsewhere, they
were likely to have a range of experiences, from high school teachers to
first-year composition instructors at the university or their pre-transfer
institution, to instructors across the disciplines. In this regard, although
the transfer students may have faced a range of challenges once they
arrived at the 4-year school, they did not necessarily arrive in the advanced
writing courses with more negative attitudes about and experiences with
writing than did students who began as freshmen at the same school.
However, multilingual students, who included both bilingual and L2
groups, were much more likely to report lack of enjoyment of writing and
negative experiences with teacher feedback. This finding is consistent
with recent teacher feedback research (Ferris et al., 2011; Matsuda et al.,
2013) that suggests that multilingual students receive differential treatment from teachers that may disadvantage them or at least discourage them.
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This finding is also supported by a recent study of First Year Composition
(FYC) students at the same university, which reported that multilingual
students expressed much lower levels of confidence in their writing and
language abilities than their monolingual English-speaking peers did
(Eckstein & Ferris, 2018). Together with those earlier studies, the findings
here suggest that teachers of multilingual writers may need more training
and awareness about how they respond to such students and what the
effects of those differences, when they occur, might be.
Limitations and Implications
Because the purpose of this study was primarily to understand the
advanced writing population in our program, it is not possible to sort out
whether it was primarily writing instructors or faculty in the disciplines
whose past feedback had either inspired or demoralized the student respondents in this survey. A follow-up study could ask faculty both in writing programs and in the disciplines about their attitudes and approaches
toward feedback, perhaps with some analysis of actual feedback samples
on student papers, in an effort to further investigate ways in which feedback to student writers could be motivating, helpful, or harmful. More
finely tuned case study or interview analyses could also yield more specific
insights about what instructors do in giving feedback and how it affects
their students’ attitudes toward writing.
Writing instructors should be both encouraged and challenged by
the findings of this study. It is clear that at least some students claim to
value teacher feedback, take it to heart, and try to apply it. It is also
clear that students sometimes recall feeling frustrated and discouraged
by the feedback they receive (or don’t receive) from teachers, and, more
importantly, that their experiences with teacher feedback may color
their overall attitudes toward and enjoyment of writing. Teachers should
reflect upon their own practices and consider ways in which they can
be constructive and helpful without disheartening students. Such consideration is especially important when teachers have multilingual students in their classes. Specifically, instructors might want to examine
their own feedback with regard to comments about language use and,
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more broadly, to ensure that their comments are specific and useful rather
than vague and overly general (see Ferris, 2007, for specific suggestions
about how teachers can self-evaluate their feedback). In any event, instructors who give feedback to college writers need to take seriously their
role in helping to motivate and encourage students through their feedback practices, as this study suggests that what they do has an observable
impact on students’ reported memories and attitudes about writing.
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Appendix: Upper-Division Student Survey
Page 1: Survey Introduction
1. In which (calendar) year are you completing this survey? (2012,
2013, 2014, 2015, 2016)
2. In which quarter are you completing this survey? (fall, winter, spring,
summer)
3. Which writing course are you currently taking? (list of courses)
4. Year in school? (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior, graduate, not
sure)
5. In which college(s) is/are your major(s)? (list of colleges, other,
undecided/unsure)
Page 2: Writing and Language Background
6. When did you start at UC Davis? (as a freshman, as a transfer student, as a short-term study abroad student, as a graduate or professional student)
7. Have you taken the advanced writing examination at UC Davis? (yes
and I passed it, no, I took it once and did not pass it, I took it twice
and did not pass it, not sure)
8. Have you taken any other writing/English language classes at UC
Davis? Check ALL that apply. (list of basic writing/ESL courses, list
of first-year courses, list of upper-division courses, other, none)
9. Not counting the class you are in right now, when did you take your
most recent writing class at (name of university)? (never, last quarter,
within the last year, more than a year ago)
10. Have you taken any other writing classes NOT at UC Davis? (yes—
please specify, no, not sure)
11. When you were a young child, how many languages were spoken
by the adults in your home? (English only, English and one or more
other languages, a language(s) other than English)
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12. When you were a young child, which languages other than English
were spoken in your home? Check ALL that apply. (none other than
English, long list of language options)
13. Were you born in the U.S.? (yes, no)
14. Are you an international (visa) student? (no, yes--pursuing undergraduate degree, yes—short-term stay, yes—pursuing a graduate
degree)
15. At what age/level did you first attend school in the U.S.? (preschool/
kindergarten, Grades 1-3, Grades 4-6, middle school, high school,
adult school, college/university)
16. At what age did you begin learning English? (from birth, 1-3 years
old, 4-5 years old, 6-10 years old, 11-17 years old, 18+ years old, not
sure)
17. Outside of school, what percentage of the time do you use English? (I
speak only English, 76-100%, 51-75%, 26-49%, <25%)
Page 3: Your Writing Skills
18. Has writing (especially in school) been a good experience for you?
Add comments if you would like to. (I always or usually enjoyed
writing, I sometimes enjoyed writing, I rarely enjoyed writing, I
never enjoyed writing)
19. Have you ever been given any specific feedback by teachers about
your strengths or weaknesses as a writer? If so, what kinds of things
did they mention? Answer ALL that apply.
• No, not that I can remember.
• Teachers generally liked my writing.
• Teachers praised my content/ideas.
• Teachers praised my organization.
• Teachers praised my expression/language use.
• Teachers felt my ideas were unclear or needed more detail.
• Teachers criticized my organization.
• Teachers criticized my language use (grammar, vocabulary,
spelling, punctuation, or other mechanics)
• Teachers never seemed to like anything about my writing.
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20. Now we’d like to ask about specific writing goals and skills you have
developed at college. Please complete the table below. For each skill
listed, please check how comfortable/ confident you are with your
writing ability in that area.
Skill

Very comfortable

Comfortable

Uncomfortable

Not sure/
no opinion

Writing for a specific
audience
Planning and organizing
an assigned paper
Reading challenging
academic texts
Preparing for and taking
a timed writing exam
Choosing a specific
research topic
Conducting research on
your topic
Citing your sources
appropriately
Integrating evidence
(i.e., quotations or data
from sources) into your
writing effectively)
Avoiding plagiarism
Working collaboratively
on writing tasks
Using technology to
improve writing
Giving feedback to others on their writing
Using feedback from
others to revise your
writing
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Editing your writing
to correct errors and
improve language use
Reflecting on your own
writing progress

21. Considering your responses to the previous question, to what extent
do you think your previous college writing course(s) helped you to
learn or improve those skills? (helped a lot, helped somewhat, did
not help at all, not sure/no opinion, not applicable)
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In this project, I investigated student perceptions of dynamic written corrective
feedback (DWCF), a specific method of providing accuracy feedback, in developmental writing classes for multilingual students. Via a quasi-experimental design
using treatment and control sections of a developmental writing program’s three
levels, I collected and contrasted survey data from a total of 145 students. I then
interviewed three students (one international and two generation 1.5) representing a range of perceptions of DWCF. Participants generally appreciated and valued
DWCF, especially as a complement to a grammar textbook, and students of classes
that used DWCF reported higher scores on most survey items, such as quality of
grammar feedback and general class instruction. I also present students’ pedagogical suggestions for better integration of DWCF in writing classes.
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Many second language (L2) writing instructors and researchers are
interested in written corrective feedback (WCF), specifically what type(s)
of WCF are most effective. WCF consists of any written comment and/
or feedback a teacher provides with the aim of improving writing, although it frequently focuses primarily on grammatical accuracy, at least
within the existing literature (Ferris, 2006, 2011). Despite some controversy (e.g., Truscott, 1996), many instructors assume that second or
multilingual writers benefit from WCF by reducing or eliminating their
grammatical or linguistic errors. While much of the recent research on
WCF has supported the conclusion that it can be effective at promoting
accuracy, further research into specific, effective approaches to WCF is
necessary. One such WCF method with strong potential is dynamic written corrective feedback (DWCF, outlined originally in Evans, Hartshorn,
McCollum, & Wolfersberger, 2010).
DWCF is a particular approach to delivering WCF targeting grammatical concepts to multilingual students. Students regularly write short
paragraphs in class (perhaps during each class period/week), for about
10 minutes. The teacher codes the errors in the paragraphs using an
established coding system and returns the paragraphs during the next
class meeting. Students edit their paragraphs for an additional round of
teacher coding. Depending on program requirements, this process can
be repeated until a paragraph becomes error-free or reaches some standard of accuracy. Students also systematically tally and record all errors
to identify their individual grammatical error patterns; this may thus
help them develop increased autonomy via self-editing (Ferris, 2006;
Kurzer, 2018; Lalande, 1982).
WCF and Cognitive/Second Language Acquisition Theories
Feedback aimed at the individual needs of students may be used
to help students better internalize (Vygotsky, 1978) and produce accurate grammatical concepts in their writing. This feedback can be a tool
to help teachers interact effectively with their students’ zone of proximal
development. While Vygotsky’s theories were founded in psychology and
deal with the first language acquisition of young children, multilingual
learners may similarly benefit from increased levels of self-regulated
Kurzer, K. (2018). Student perceptions of dynamic written corrective feedback in developmental
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consciousness and experts’ linguistic mediation (Vygotsky, 1978), as noted
by second language researchers (Lantolf & Appel, 1994; Long & Robinson,
1998; Russell & Spada, 2006). WCF may thus be one effective manner of
providing scaffolding, or assistance “that enables a child or novice to solve
a problem, carry out a task or achieve a goal which would be beyond his
unassisted efforts” (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976, p. 90).
In his input hypothesis (1985), Krashen suggested that comprehensible input—instruction on concepts that are marginally beyond a learner’s
current mastery, or i+1—in the L2 may be used to promote meaningful
learning. Targeted WCF may be one way of providing comprehensible
input-appropriate feedback while pushing students to promote timely
acquisition of grammatical concepts. In an extension of Krashen’s hypothesis, Long (1996) explicitly promoted corrective feedback, as it may
enable efficient L2 acquisition, “at least for vocabulary, morphology, and
language-specific syntax” (Long, 1996, p. 414). WCF my be beneficial
for students, at least when it is level appropriate. Ensuring this benefit
can be difficult for instructors; the input hypothesis has been criticized for
being imprecise and problematic to operationalize (Zafar, 2009). Effective
programmatic guidelines may support instructors regarding what types
of feedback may best match student needs.
Students also need to develop declarative knowledge—what they
know—in order to acquire procedural knowledge: the ability to apply
declarative knowledge to language production (DeKeyser, 2001, 2007).
DeKeyser proposed that teachers include deliberate, frequent practice opportunities to help students achieve such procedural knowledge, which
then may help students with automization of the target language. He also
noted that students might not easily transfer procedural knowledge to
new environments, a common issue with textbook-based grammar instruction, as students may not practice producing authentic language in such
a context. However, teacher-produced WCF may better help students to
transfer procedural knowledge, enhancing grammar learning.
Perceptions of WCF
While most studies of WCF have investigated how effectively students
produce more accurate texts, some researchers have also investigated
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student perceptions of general WCF, although few studies thus far have
looked at student perceptions of DWCF specifically. Via a survey of 100
students in a sheltered first-year composition class at a university, Leki
(1991) found that nearly all students felt that they should eliminate as
many errors as possible in their writing and that they valued feedback
from their teachers on features such as vocabulary, punctuation, spelling,
and grammar, in addition to organization and content. These students
also noted that their teachers frequently ignored errors in favor of commenting on ideas/content, which they felt did not meet all of their needs.
Leki hypothesized that this desire for WCF attending language errors may
stem from students’ desire to get support on items that are relatively simple to address, as content or organization issues may take quite a bit of
time and attention to resolve.
A more recent study investigated 10 generation 1.5 students regarding
WCF in general (Ferris, Liu, Sinha, & Senna, 2013). The participants of
this study wrote four timed-writing texts over a 16-week semester, and
the researchers coded the errors and met with the students to ask about
their processes as they responded to the WCF. Student participants typically lacked confidence in their abilities to self-edit or monitor their writing, particularly in timed-writing circumstances, but valued the feedback
and support they received. One student noted that she preferred feedback
that identified errors but did not provide a correction, while another student initially reported that he preferred receiving explicit correction but
later said that such an approach allowed him to avoid the responsibility of
learning the rules himself. The students of this study generally noted that
they valued WCF as a guide that helped them better master grammatical
content (Ferris et al., 2013).
The body of literature on student perceptions largely indicates that
students recognize the value of WCF, including on matters of grammatical/
linguistic accuracy (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Lee, 2005; Montgomery
& Baker, 2007), although the opinions regarding amounts of WCF needed
and effectiveness of WCF practices may vary between multilingual students and instructors (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Pawlak, 2013). Despite
these potential differences in perceptions between the two populations,
research thus far has largely been “overwhelmingly positive” regarding
Kurzer, K. (2018). Student perceptions of dynamic written corrective feedback in developmental
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student and teacher perceptions of WCF (Pawlak, 2013, p. 83). However,
researchers have yet to thoroughly investigate specific approaches to
WCF, an area that warrants more attention as we devise stronger pedagogical methods for second language writing contexts. We also lack evidence
regarding how WCF can affect students’ perceptions of language or writing classes.
DWCF and Established WCF Best Practices
The aim of DWCF is “to help L2 learners improve the accuracy of
writing by ensuring that instruction, practice, and feedback are manageable, meaningful, timely, and constant” (Hartshorn & Evans, 2012, p. 30)
for students and teachers. As such, DWCF generally matches best pedagogical practices, as seen in much of the WCF research.
WCF that is focused on individual error types has been shown to be
more effectual than unfocused WCF highlighting all error types, at least
in terms of promoting increased accuracy on the grammatical features
addressed (Bitchener, 2008; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008;
Sheen, 2007). This finding may make a comprehensive coding system like
DWCF seem inappropriate. That said, as course instructors or program
guidelines may dictate the particular errors that are prioritized—which
may not actually align with the error patterns of their individual students—such WCF may focus primarily on only a small number of error
types; this narrow focus is an established concern regarding the empirical
research published about WCF (e.g., Bitchener & Knoch, 2009a, 2009b,
and 2010; Ellis et al., 2008, exclusively addressed articles/determiners in
their studies, although other studies, e.g., Ferris, 2006, were more comprehensive). Accordingly, a more comprehensive coding approach, as
seen in DWCF, may be broad enough to identify all students’ error types
while still providing explicit codes that may help scaffold student learning
(Hartshorn & Evans, 2012), similar to focused WCF.
Research also indicates that indirect WCF (simply marking the existence of an error) may promote long-term gains in accuracy in writing
more effectively than direct WCF (marking an error and providing a correction) (Ferris, 2006; Hendrickson, 1980; Lalande, 1982). This indirect
WCF requires the students to correct errors on their own, which may in
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turn promote internalization of grammatical concepts (Lalande, 1982).
When using DWCF, an instructor marks and codes linguistic/grammatical
errors on student writing but requires individual editing for the marked
errors. Students have the information from the code to guide their correction, which likely acts as a scaffold (Wood et al., 1976). Students in classes
that use DWCF also record their errors for the duration of the class; doing
so may help them recognize individual error patterns as well as gradual
improvement over time. Thus, indirect feedback may help students make
accurate L2 production automatic (DeKeyser, 2001), as it likely promotes
stronger self-monitoring abilities when writing (Lalande, 1982).
Untreatable grammatical features—those with idiosyncratic rules—
may be difficult to teach properly, while treatable features have more methodical rules that lend themselves better to explicit instruction (Bitchener,
2008; Ferris, 2006; Xu, 2009). Unfortunately, some untreatable features
remain vital for effective communication, such as “word order, sentence
boundaries, phrase construction, word choice, or collocations”; errors in
these categories may “obscure meaning” (Ferris, 2010, p. 193). Despite the
untreatable nature of the rules governing these grammatical features, language learners can, via DWCF, gain meaningful editing experiences with
authentic, self-produced texts that may promote increased accuracy on
future writing assignments, even without formal grammatical instruction
(Hartshorn & Evans, 2012).
Explicit WCF—for example, a syntax-based coding system—likely can
trigger recollection in L2 learners with previous explicit grammar instruction better than unlabeled WCF can (Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch,
2010; Ferris, 2006; Foin & Lange, 2007; Sheen, 2007). For these students
with knowledge of grammatical terms and labels, DWCF may help to remind language learners of this previous instruction, which then may help
reinforce grammar mastery. Multilingual students may appreciate such an
explicit coding system for WCF, as noted elsewhere (e.g., Lee, 2005).
Empirical Studies on DWCF
Despite seemingly being grounded in sound pedagogical practices
and language learning/cognitive theories, DWCF has yet to be extensively studied, particularly regarding student and teacher responses.
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Most experimental studies with control and treatment groups conducted
on DWCF have included fairly small sample sizes, ranging from 12 to 28
students (Evans et al., 2010; Evans, Hartshorn, & Strong-Krause, 2011;
Hartshorn & Evans, 2012, 2015; Hartshorn et al., 2010). These studies explored DWCF primarily in an intensive English program (IEP) associated
with a large, western university, although one (Evans et al., 2011) used
optional grammar support classes for matriculated multilingual students
at the university.
These studies noted statistically significant differences between the experimental and control groups regarding increased accuracy in general
(Evans et al., 2010; Evans et al., 2011; Hartshorn & Evans, 2015; Hartshorn
et al., 2010) and concerning specific linguistic/grammatical features:
sentence structures, numeric agreement, determiners, lexical accuracy,
verb accuracy, semantic accuracy, and mechanical accuracy (Hartshorn
& Evans, 2012). These studies also revealed medium to large effect sizes
across both accuracy and linguistic feature variables. However, some of
the studies featured data from groups that were fairly different in terms
of home language backgrounds, and thus may have acquired the English
language in different manners (Corder, 1981), making it difficult to compare the groups properly. Additionally, while Hartshorn and Evans (2015)
followed students over two semesters—the best approximation of a longitudinal study conducted thus far—stronger longitudinal evidence of
grammatical/linguistic improvement that can be ascribed to DWCF is
much needed.
In a further investigation of DWCF in an IEP—with an n of 27 but
no control group comparison—Evans et al. (2010) aimed to explore the
impact of DWCF as a means of supporting traditionally-delivered grammar instruction. Results of this study included statistically significant improvements within student writing done across 13 weeks in a grammar
class, although it is not possible to completely ascribe that improvement
to DWCF as an intervention given the lack of a control group.
In a different research-university context, a much larger study explored
the impact of DWCF on matriculated multilingual students across the
three levels of a developmental writing program designed to prepare these
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students for mainstream first-year composition classes (Kurzer, 2018). In
this study, the researcher categorized student errors as being global, local
(per Bates, Lane, & Lange, 1993), or mechanical and found statistically significant differences between the treatment group (n = 214) and the control
group (n = 111) on all error categories. The students of the treatment group
were better able to self-edit their errors than their peers were, suggesting
that DWCF might indeed help prepare students for autonomous writing/
future self-editing opportunities (Ferris, 2006; Lalande, 1982). DWCF had
been adapted to the local context and was found to be beneficial, further
suggesting that it can be appropriate for students in different programs, institutions, and language levels (as no ceiling level of the impact of DWCF
has yet been recognized in the literature).
Finally, in a third context—this time a large, suburban community college (CC)—Kurzer (in print) conducted an action research study investigating student responses to DWCF as a complement to traditional grammar
instruction in a lower-intermediate ESL writing class. This study was the
first to ask students about their perceptions of DWCF, and thus, despite its
small sample size (n = 25) and the combined role of teacher/researcher that
makes action research approaches methodologically suspect, the study warrants some attention. This study was also the first on DWCF in community
college settings.
Overall, students in this study reported that the DWCF treatment was
more effective than the grammar textbook used in the class and seemed
more level appropriate (supporting the idea that DWCF may be effective
at helping teachers target students’ individual errors). However, perhaps
due to the small sample size, the differences between response averages
contrasting DWCF with the grammar textbook only approached statistical
significance. Students also reported that DWCF helped them improve their
writing speed, particularly helpful in that context as the course curriculum
was primarily on writing timed essays. Nine of the 25 students indicated that
they preferred the textbook over DWCF, eight reported they preferred both
DWCF and the grammar text, and eight said they preferred DWCF to the
text, suggesting that DWCF was well received by this population (Kurzer, in
print). Table 1 lists the previous studies conducted on DWCF.
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Table 1
Previous DWCF Studies, Organized Chronologically
Study

Control

Large

Context

Longitudinal

(N > 30)

Hartshorn et al., 2010

Yes

No

IEP

No

Evans et al., 2010

No

No

IEP

No

Hartshorn & Evans, 2012 Yes

No

IEP

No

Hartshorn & Evans, 2015 Yes

No

IEP

Yes

Evans et al., 2011

Yes

No

University

No

Kurzer, 2018

Yes

Yes

University

No

Kurzer, in print

No

No

CC

No

Taken collectively, the studies that have investigated DWCF present
it as an appealing and meaningful classroom intervention that may effectively support improved grammar pedagogy in language/writing classes.
Thus far, DWCF has been implemented in an IEP and two developmental/
ESL writing programs, with administrators, teachers, and students anecdotally responding positively. However, despite these positive reactions,
more robust studies specifically researching stakeholder perceptions are
necessary to help us gain a more accurate portrait of the possible impact
of DWCF on multilingual students. In particular, student and teacher reactions to DWCF warrant attention.
Study Focus and Research Questions
The study presented here is a portion of a larger study investigating DWCF across the three levels of a large, developmental writing program.1 Specifically, this study begins to fill the gap regarding how student
and teacher perceptions of DWCF, with data collected through student
surveys and interviews with focal students. The following research questions guided this study:

1 For the first publication stemming from this research, see my 2018 study briefly explained earlier.
Because the current manuscript uses data collected in conjunction with the TESOL Quarterly study,
the publications share similarities regarding organization and literature review content.
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1. In what ways does the inclusion of DWCF in multilingual developmental writing classes affect students’ perceptions of their writing
abilities and writing courses?
2. How do students of these classes perceive DWCF? If helpful, in what
ways? If not helpful, why not? What would they suggest regarding
how to improve DWCF in their developmental writing classes?
Methodology
Institutional/Programmatic Context
The university associated with the program used in this study is a large
research institution in Northern California with a traditionally diverse student body population consisting of large proportions of first-generation
university students and generation 1.5/immigrant students, but with rapidly increasing numbers of international students studying in the United
States on F-1 visas. These multilingual, international, and generation
1.5 students made up the developmental writing program, which consisted of three levels—beginning, intermediate, and advanced—prior
to entry-level/first-year writing courses.
I used standing sections of classes within the developmental program
across an academic year (this institution operates under the quarter system): the beginning level during one quarter, then intermediate, and advanced the final quarter. Certain sections of the courses were designated
treatment, while others were designated control, for a quasi-experimental
study design. Teachers utilized DWCF in the treatment sections to support grammar education, while teachers in control sections used only a
traditional approach to grammar, via a grammar book and lectures on
necessary grammatical features. The program administrators provided
guidelines regarding which grammatical features should be emphasized
at each level, and teachers in both treatment and control sections focused
grammatical instruction primarily on those features. WCF in the control
sections was delivered on only grammar textbook exercises and out-ofclass essay assignments.
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During a training session with the treatment-section teachers, I introduced the DWCF treatment process and the specific coding system,
which was adapted from the original (Evans et al., 2010). Ultimately, I
elected to simplify the original 20 codes to 16 grouped by error type:
global (errors that may impede intended meaning), local (errors that
may be irritating but do not usually impede meaning, per Bates et al.,
1993), and mechanical (errors in spelling and punctuation); these categorizations of student errors have not yet been explored extensively in the
larger literature body related to WCF. Appendix A contains the DWCF
codes used for this study. Students also tracked their errors across the
terms using an error log (Appendix B).
I also provided teachers of treatment sections a list of topic prompts
designed to solicit the target grammatical features, to help ensure uniformity of DWCF approach for the purposes of this study, although I did
not dictate the order in which teachers should incorporate them in their
classes. These prompts also followed the established guidelines for grammatical features emphasized at each of the three levels. As another way to
promote uniformity, I required teachers to integrate specific numbers of
DWCF rounds in their classes: 14 at the beginning level, 10 at the intermediate level, and 5 at the advanced level; this requirement was an additional adaptation of the original DWCF approach, which required new
paragraphs or revisions each day of the class (Evans et al., 2010).
Participants and Data Collection/Analysis Procedures
The student perceptions portion of this study consisted of surveys and
semistructured interviews with focal students from the classes. Student
participants took attitudinal surveys (Appendix C) asking about their experiences in their developmental writing classes generally and then specifically about grammar, to avoid leading students. Both the treatment and
control groups took the same survey, but the treatment group answered
additional questions specifically about the DWCF treatment. Ultimately,
of the 214 treatment student participants, 91 (43%) took the survey; of the
111 control student participants, 54 (49%) took it. Table 2 contains the
breakdown of student participants across levels.
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Approximately 80% of the student participants were international,
and the remaining 20% were late- or early-arrival (Ferris, 2009) generation 1.5 students, matching the general demographics of the program.
The international student population was largely Chinese, with smaller
groups of students from Saudi Arabia, South Korea, Japan, and Mexico,
and the generation 1.5 student population consisted of primarily Chinese
and Spanish speakers.
Table 2
Study Participants
Beginning
Treatment

Intermediate

Control

Treatment

Advanced

Control

Treatment

Control

Sections

4

2

4

2

4

3

Teachers

3

2

4

2

3

2

Students

84

32

66

31

64

48

Survey
37
responses

14

34

15

20

25

Via survey responses, I identified survey respondents who reacted
to the treatment in different manners; students who reported having had
a positive experience, a fairly neutral experience, and a negative experience with DWCF were asked to participate in follow-up interviews. In
this manner, I robed more deeply into the experiences of students at the
extremes; this ability to probe is a strength of qualitative data (Marshall
& Rossman, 1995; Patton, 1990). I contacted and conducted interviews
with students who, on the survey, reported attitudes toward the DWCF
that were varied: DWCF was highly helpful, somewhat helpful, or not very
helpful. In this manner I was able to elicit information about the extremes,
rather than just the average trends. These interviews were semistructured
(Merriam, 2009), affording a structure for comparison across participants
but flexibility to ask additional probes (Berg, 2001; see Appendix D for the
general interview protocol). To help determine if students actually volunteered the opinion that DWCF was helpful, I chose to start interviews
under the guise of evaluating the developmental writing curriculum in
general. In this manner, I could see what students valued most about the
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classes, which then would be telling if DWCF came up organically, without me priming them.
After transcription, I coded specific themes that emerged, following
grounded theory (Strauss, 1987); the themes included general aspects of
the writing classes students liked and disliked, along with comments on
DWCF. (See Table 4 in the Results section for the complete list of codes
and tallies for each.) Utterances were coded if a theme appeared anywhere in the utterance, and as such some were coded to multiple themes.
Utterances were defined as one segment of conversation centered on one
idea and, accordingly, often consisted of segments from both myself as the
interviewer (mainly to frame the conversation topic via questions) and
the interview participant. I did not employ a second researcher to verify
my codes; however, to increase rater reliability, I coded all the interview
utterances again after 2 months, similar to the procedure employed by
Lancaster (2011), with a Pearson’s r of .94, indicating strong reliability.
Three students were interviewed for this study. One was an international student who had not spent much time in English-speaking countries prior to starting at this institution the previous fall. The other two
were late-arrival generation 1.5 students (having moved to the United
States at the start of secondary school). All three participants were female
and from separate treatment sections of the writing classes. Pseudonyms
for all participants were used. This section provides a brief overview of the
student participants’ backgrounds.
Shreya. Shreya was an international student originally from India
who had not spent any significant amount of time in English-speaking
countries prior to starting at this university. Hindi was her native language. She claimed to be quite proficient at English, and while she didn’t
enjoy writing in either English or Hindi, she felt competent at academic
writing in English. She quickly progressed through the beginning and intermediate developmental classes and at the time of the interview was in
the advanced class. Shreya was an international relations major and reported the most negative experience with DWCF in her survey response.
Khong. Khong’s family moved to Northern California at the start of
her high school career to study in a high school geared toward linguistically preparing immigrant students for university study in the United
States. Her grandfather, a veteran of the Vietnam War, had connections
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that allowed him to move to the United States, and Khong’s family was
able to immigrate using those connections. Khong reported that she did
little writing in either English or Vietnamese prior to her university-level
writing classes, having just answered “questions from the [text]book.” As
of the time of this interview, Khong had not declared a major but was considering clinical nutrition and reported a neutral experience with DWCF
in her survey response.
Pei. Pei also moved to Northern California with her family to study
at a high school for immigrant students. In high school, she took ESL
classes, but they did “not prepare [her] for college at all,” since they did
not progress beyond writing summaries and literature responses and
those were at a very rudimentary level. Initially, she didn’t like writing
in either English or Mandarin, but she said that she was starting to like
academic English writing more. She did not believe that she was a strong
writer in Mandarin but thought she was getting better at English writing.
This belief was reinforced by the fact that she was placed in the beginning
class, then took the intermediate class, then skipped advanced and moved
directly to the entry-level writing class. While this last class was difficult
for her and she was concerned about the in-class timed writing expected
for the final, she believed that she was doing fine so far. Pei had yet to declare a major, and she reported a positive experience with DWCF in her
survey response.
Results and Discussion
In this section, I present the results and discussion of the study, organized by research question.
RQ1: Impact of DWCF on Student Perceptions of Writing Abilities/
Courses
Students from treatment and control groups were asked to take surveys investigating student perceptions of the helpfulness and quality of various aspects of their writing classes and efficacy regarding various aspects
of their writing skills. Using t tests, I compared the responses of the two
groups and found a statistically significant difference regarding answers to
some questions (Table 3).
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Table 3
Two-Tailed t-Test Student Survey Results
Question

Group

N

M

SD

General
instruction

Control

54

5.78

1.16

Treatment

91

6.29

.72

Grammar
instruction

Control

54

5.83

1.48

Treatment

91

6.12

.83

Teacher feedback

Control

54

6.11

.98

Treatment

91

6.38

.89

Grammar
feedback

Control

54

5.85

1.04

Treatment

91

6.29

.89

54

5.83

1.22

Overall course Control
Treatment

91

6.15

1.07

Teacher
lecture

Control

54

2.57

1.19

Treatment

91

2.46

1.04

Teacher feedback

Control

54

1.56

.92

Treatment

91

1.48

.87

Peer feedback

Control

54

3.72

1.31

Treatment

91

4.25

1.08

Course readings

Control

54

3.54

1.14

Treatment

91

3.62

1.07

Grammar
instruction

Control

54

3.19

1.17

Treatment

91

3.61

1.17

Organization
ability

Control

54

1.35

.52

Treatment

91

1.32

.51

Grammar
ability

Control

54

1.35

.48

Treatment

91

1.32

.55

t ratio

p-value

Cohen’s d

2.73

.0076

0.528

1.48

.14

0.24

1.5

.13

0.29

2.06

.042a

0.45

1.43

.15

0.28

-.52

.6

0.098

-.43

.67

0.089

2.27

.026a

0.44

.36

.72

0.07

1.84

.07

0.49

-.25

.8

0.06

-.24

.8

0.06

a

Statistically significant difference between control and treatment means.

a

Statistically, the treatment group responded more favorably regarding the
following items: quality of general class instruction, quality of grammar
feedback, and helpfulness of peer feedback. Responses to several other
items approached statistically significant differences (with moderate
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to large effect sizes, as noted by the Cohen’s d values): quality of general
grammar instruction, quality of general teacher feedback, helpfulness of
teacher lectures, helpfulness of teacher feedback, helpfulness of grammar
instruction, increased ability to write well-organized essays, and increased
ability to write accurately.
Most relevant to the purposes of this study, the statistically significant difference regarding the quality of grammar feedback may suggest
that students exposed to DWCF in their classrooms respond well to the
treatment, matching trends seen in other studies on WCF (Amrhein &
Nassaji, 2010; Ferris et al., 2013; Lee, 2005; Montgomery & Baker, 2007).
The differences in the groups’ responses regarding the quality and helpfulness of general grammar instruction, while only approaching statistical
significance, may support this conclusion as well.
The statistically significant differences regarding the quality of general
classroom instruction and helpfulness of peer feedback are more difficult
to explain; the students who received guiding WCF via the DWCF coding
system may have believed that since they receive needed grammar support, their classes in general were stronger. It also is possible that during
peer review, students were more capable of recognizing grammatical issues in peers’ papers and could provide helpful feedback, perhaps due to
the increased self-editing capabilities afforded by DWCF as seen in Kurzer
(2018). Alternatively, given that the DWCF process addresses grammar,
students may not have recognized the need to focus on grammar in each
other’s papers as much as they might have otherwise. Further investigation into the possible impact of DWCF on teacher/peer review approaches
may shed some valuable insights.
In whole, the students in treatment sections using DWCF reported
more positive perceptions of their writing classes, especially regarding the
role of feedback. This suggests that DWCF may be a valuable addition to
developmental writing classes for these multilingual students.
RQ2: Student Perceptions of and Integration Suggestions for DWCF
In this section, I discuss student perceptions of and suggestions for integrating DWCF. First, I present findings from the survey responses, and
then I discuss findings from the interviews.
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Survey results. In addition to the comparison questions used for
RQ1, I asked treatment participants to answer some additional survey
questions designed to elicit perceptions of DWCF. First—to avoid leading
students—I asked an open-ended question about what they appreciated
most regarding grammar instruction/support in their classes (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Student open-ended responses of what helped the most with
grammar.
Thirty-five (38%) of the 91 students who answered this question indicated that DWCF was the most helpful. The next most common element
identified was teacher feedback (25%), followed by the grammar book
(23%); a few other responses noted aspects such as teacher lectures and
personal study were the most helpful. There may be some connection between teacher feedback and DWCF, as the teachers delivered feedback on
students’ DWCF paragraphs, but that was not possible to confirm given
the open-ended nature of their responses to this item. These results largely
match the conclusions drawn elsewhere that some multilingual students
appreciate DWCF as a complement to a more traditional, textbook-based approach to grammar instruction (Kurzer, in print). Further investigation
distinguishing between DWCF specifically and teacher feedback in general could better differentiate student perceptions of the two.
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I then asked the students about their perceptions of DWCF specifically. As seen in Figure 2, 89% of the students reported some level of
agreement that the DWCF process helped them improve their grammatical accuracy.

Figure 2. Student responses regarding whether DWCF improves grammar.
Both the open-ended and Likert scale items largely resulted in responses
from students indicating that they appreciated DWCF.
The final item in the survey asked students to share suggestions regarding integrating DWCF better into the classroom. While most students (64%) left this item blank, those who did comment were largely
supportive of DWCF as it had been implemented. Twenty (22%) explicitly
commented that the current approach was fine. Five (5%) expressed interest in having more frequent rounds of DWCF, while eight (9%) desired
less frequent rounds of DWCF. Two students (2%) recommended using
writing topics more closely related to course work.
Interview results. The three student interviews revealed interesting
pedagogical implications regarding grammar instruction and DWCF. As
mentioned earlier, interview utterances were defined as one segment of
conversation focused on one idea. Table 4 contains the list of codes identified in the interviews, along with a descriptive tally.
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Table 4
Interview Codes and Tally
Code

Tally

General negative experiences in the courses

7

General positive experiences in the courses

6

Liked most about the courses

5

DWCF logistics

4a

Issues with DWCF

3b

Suggestions for DWCF

7

Benefits of DWCF

5

Note: Unless otherwise indicated, all three participants included at least one utterance for each code.
a
From two participants, one international and one generation 1.5. bFrom the international student.

As seen in Table 4, despite variation in survey responses, all three interview participants ultimately reported benefits to using DWCF in the
classroom. Specifically, all three explicitly reported that DWCF was a valuable use of classroom time and that it contributed to their mastery of grammatical concepts, leading to more accurate writing and other benefits, even
the participant who initially did not value DWCF and the participant with
a neutral attitude toward DWCF. They also all reported an understanding
of the DWCF treatment that matched the instruction I gave to the teachers
in the study—possible reassurance that the DWCF treatment was implemented in a consistent manner.
Of the three students, Shreya initially reported that DWCF was not as
helpful as other grammatical features in the class (e.g., lectures and book
work) but ultimately included DWCF as one of the things that she liked
most about her writing classes. Khong was the sole participant who did
not include DWCF as one of the things she liked best about her writing
classes (preferring instead writing in general, accompanied by lectures
and book work for grammar instruction). When I asked Pei what she
liked about her writing classes, she emphatically responded with the
DWCF, saying that she liked it for the following reason:
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Because we get to practice. And if the teacher can tell us what this piece of timed
writing focus [sic] on, then it will be better for us to practice time of grammar
[sic], so we can show, “Oh, this is what I think it is, but is it really, uh, correct?”

All three students commented on the benefit of DWCF in helping
their writing improve grammatically; they referenced features such as
verb tenses and word forms (Pei) and spelling and punctuation (Shreya).
In addition to improvements in grammatical accuracy, the students
noted different benefits of using DWCF in their classes. Despite Shreya’s
survey response indicating that she thought DWCF was not as helpful as
other course features, she said the following:
You’ve actively thought about something for 10 minutes, and put it into words.
So you can always look back at it and see where you went wrong and how you
should think when you only have 10 minutes [for] planning. You can learn from
it. And also it’s just like six timed writings or whatever with two paragraphs each, so
it’s not a lot of time anyway.

Shreya noticed the benefit of thinking through a concept and focusing
on it while writing in a timed scenario. She reiterated this theme, noting
that because students “don’t have all the time in the world to write [since
they] have other things to do,” they need to practice writing quickly. This
may support the conclusion that DWCF may not only result in stronger
grammatical accuracy, but also increased fluency.
Pei noted the timely nature of the feedback via DWCF:
It was not a waste of time at all because we get to get the feedback from the teacher
right after. If we have a long time [between drafts], it won’t be as effective, because
we already forgot what we [wrote].

This student clearly valued the prompt feedback afforded by DWCF and
thought that it was indeed timely, as suggested by the original developers
(Evans et al., 2010).
All three students felt that DWCF was a useful addition to the grammar instruction in class, and Shreya and Khong noted that DWCF also
provided valuable practice after reviewing particular grammar points
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in class. As such, DWCF may prove to be a helpful method of scaffolding the transition between directive grammar instruction and accuracy
in produced student writing, a common concern because grammar instruction may frequently lack authenticity (Römer, 2004) or explicit connection to student-produced texts (Evans et al., 2010). It is difficult to
say whether including a traditional lecture style or grammar textbook approach in grammar instruction is strictly necessary or just a preference
of the students based on previous exposure. Regardless, the strong survey
and interview responses on the topic suggest that both generation 1.5
students and international students in this study desired some formal
grammar instruction in addition to the practice afforded by DWCF.
Despite the general approval, the student participants had suggestions that would make DWCF stronger pedagogically. Shreya suggested
that the paragraph topics for DWCF should be “more about the essays
that [the teacher] made [the students] do, so if [the paragraphs] had been
along the lines of that topic, [the students] could start thinking about
that and then talking about that, that would help.” From a pedagogical
perspective, this change may be logical, provided that the topics of the
larger essays lend themselves nicely to stand-alone paragraphs targeting
specific grammatical features to allow for appropriate language production practice. Alternatively, perhaps these paragraphs could be integrated
more seamlessly into the writing process (brainstorming topic ideas, developing body paragraphs, or writing reflections). However, while doing
so may prime the students for the larger essays, the increased integration
may end up raising the stakes of the DWCF approach, which could then
reduce the focus on grammar development. Accordingly, further studies
investigating the effectiveness of these alternative approaches to DWCF
may prove beneficial.
The international student, Shreya, initially reported that she did not
feel that the DWCF treatment was helpful. She commented that, while
she would make mistakes in her writing, given more time, she would
have been able to find those mistakes by herself (a theme reinforced
by Khong). Shreya also noted that “the concept [the main idea of the
paragraph] doesn’t have to be good in a timed writing, so it only has to
be grammatically correct. So it was easy to get grammatically correct
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sentences.” This comment suggests that she relied on straightforward
sentence constructions. Shreya also noted that her teacher’s feedback was
not always particularly helpful, as “she’d just mark off [for] spelling which
was [common] when you’re writing fast.” Based on the fluency Shreya
demonstrated during the interview, her English may have been advanced
enough that she experienced a ceiling effect in the DWCF treatment.
However, despite this overall negative perception, Shreya did feel that
DWCF was ultimately helpful enough to warrant class time, and said
“she’d [the teacher would] expect us to integrate a lot of the things used
in the textbook in the timed writing. I think that was good.” This response
indicates that the scaffolded practice was helpful. Pei did not have anything negative to say about DWCF.
The survey responses largely indicated that the multilingual students
in the study valued DWCF, with many reporting that it was the most beneficial grammar method used in the classes. Interestingly, even the interview participants who initially reported neutral or negative experiences
with DWCF in the survey ultimately largely reported positive themes in
the interviews and provided solid pedagogical suggestions to improve
the treatment. While most participants reported that they were satisfied
with the manner in which DWCF was implemented, some thought that it
could have been integrated into the courses in a more seamless manner,
perhaps by helping students practice body paragraphs related to their longer, out-of-class essays.
Conclusions
The results of this study on student perceptions of DWCF indicate that
international and generation 1.5 students typically appreciate the support
provided by teachers using DWCF. Although adding further connections
to existing essays or assignments may help validate DWCF for some students, this approach warrants further consideration and investigation to
determine its effectiveness. Students who participated in classes that used
DWCF generally had stronger responses to writing efficacy survey items,
an area of research thus far largely lacking in the WCF literature.
This study provides some insights regarding how students perceive
DWCF; student perceptions may be a valuable and often overlooked
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pedagogical implication—that may better motivate students by providing them with some voice in their education as students likely benefit
from feeling as though course activities and pedagogical approaches are
valuable. This study also reinforces the concept that multilingual writers
do indeed expect explicit grammar instruction and practice (Evans et
al., 2010), which may effectively be accomplished using the DWCF approach. However, students also likely appreciate using a grammar textbook, as seen elsewhere (Kurzer, in print). These results suggest that
instructors should consider providing some grammar instruction or at
least consider explicitly discussing how DWCF alone is a stronger approach to grammar pedagogy than the alternative. Further research on
student preferences regarding connections between WCF and grammar
textbooks is needed.
Study Limitations
As with any study, this project has some experimental limitations,
including limited generalizability to contexts different from that at my
institution; a potential self-selection bias, as the participants volunteered
for interviewing; and a potential researcher/teacher bias. I have taught
writing classes using DWCF in the past and have anecdotal evidence
that my students found DWCF to be valuable. Because I was aware of
this bias, I tried to ensure that all my survey and interview questions
were presented from a neutral perspective.
I also conducted this study operating under a set of assumptions.
While the cultures of the informants and the researcher—myself—in
these interviews were quite different (Gudmundsdottir, 1996), as I surveyed and interviewed multilingual students from across the world, I assumed that we shared, to some extent, a common culture of academia at
this institution. Language issues also may have been an impediment, as
it is possible that the student participants understood terms differently
than I did. I tried to ensure that I asked clarifying questions in the interviews, when appropriate, to verify my understanding of the participants’
responses, and I aimed for simple language when devising the interview
and survey protocols.
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Despite the limitations, this study provides valuable insights into
the perspectives students have regarding DWCF, as well as the perceived
ability of these students to practice self-editing strategies (Ferris, 2006).
The results support DWCF’s inclusion in developmental ESL writing
classes as a valuable method of scaffolding grammar instruction for authentic, student-produced texts. The results of this study suggest that,
though DWCF is far from a magical fix for all things grammatical, students respond well to DWCF when it is coupled with explicit grammar
instruction and/or a grammar text. These results are particularly valuable
in combination with the other empirical studies showing that DWCF
leads to improvements in accuracy.
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Appendix A: DWCF Writing Correction Marks

Local Errors

Global Errors

Code

Error Type

VF

Verb Form

VT

Verb Time

SS

Sentence Structure (incl. run-on
and incomplete)

Example
It was happened yesterday.
Psychology expose you to behavior.
It happen yesterday.
They brought the man who them him found.
Because they thought it was good.
Because friendship takes effort, so it is
time-consuming.

WO

Word Order

Especially, I miss home.

WC

Word Choice

She says that raising a pet needs responsibility.

PP

Prepositions

I was responsible of everything.

D

Determiner (articles)

The trip to United States was enjoyable.

NF

Noun Form

WF

Word Form

All family member are supposed to get along.
She limited the amount of candies I could eat.
Money brings themselves more opportunities.
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Spelling

I never worried about my teech getting bad.

P

Punctuation

When I was visiting; one morning scared me.

C

Capital Letter

Students love to party. they also love to eat pizza.

Insert someA good major helps you earn a lot money.
thing

^

Omit someI chose this major is because it is interesting.
thing
?
AWK

Use with SS

Other Errors (Mechanical)

SPG

Meaning is
not clear

He borrowed some smoke.

Awkward
wording

Candy makes children feel a sweet taste.
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Total

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

Appendix B: Error Log

Global Errors

Paragraph
Score:
VF
VT
SS
WO

Other Errors (Mechanical)

Local Errors

WC
PP
D
NF
WF
SPG
P
C
^
?
AWK
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Appendix C: Survey Protocol
Demographic information: gender, age, time spent in the United States,
previous time spent in English-speaking countries, anticipated graduation date, major.
1. Please describe your developmental writing class in terms of the following characteristics (Likert scale):
Quality of general class instruction
Quality of grammar instruction
Quality of general teacher feedback
Quality of grammar feedback
Overall Helpfulness for you as an international student
2. Please rank the following activities in order from most to least helpful:
Teacher lecture
Teacher feedback
Peer feedback
Class readings
Grammar instruction
3. Do you feel better able to write well-organized, academic essays after
taking this class? (Y/N) Why or why not? (Free response)
4. Do you feel better able to write clear, grammatically-correct sentences after taking this class? (Y/N) Why or why not? (Free response)
5. What was most helpful about your writing class? (Free response)
6. What helped you most with grammar in your writing class? (Free
response)
7. I feel that the DWCF paragraphs helped me improve my grammatical accuracy. (For the treatment participants)
Strongly Agree, Agree, Slightly Agree, Undecided, Slightly Disagree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree
8. Why did you respond as you did to Question 8? (Free response)
9. What suggestions do you have (if any) regarding how to better integrate the DWCF paragraphs into your writing classes? (Free response)
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Appendix D: Interview Protocol
Dear ____________________(student’s name),
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this interview. Before we
begin, I would like to remind you of what my purpose is. I am interested
in finding out how you feel about your ESL developmental writing class. I
will be tape recording our conversation to capture all of your good ideas.
When we finish, I will type up your comments and then destroy the recording. Your name will never be mentioned or included in what is written, and your teacher will not see your comments. If you wouldn’t like to
answer any questions, just let me know and we can skip to something else.
You can quit the interview at any time.
Do you have any questions?
May I turn on the recorder now then? [Turn tape recorder on now]
Demographics/Introductions
1. Tell me a little bit about yourself (where you grew up, time in U.S.).
2. How long have you been at this university?
3. When do you anticipate graduating? What is your major?
Background questions:
1. Some people like to study English in their home countries, but others
prefer to go to English-speaking countries. What made you decide to
come to the United States to learn English?
2. How much experience have you had prior to your class writing in your
native language in academic settings?
3. Do you enjoy writing in your native language?
4. How much experience have you had prior to your class writing in
English in academic settings?
5. Do you enjoy writing in English?
Grand tour question: We are here to talk a little bit about your experience
in your writing class. Tell me what your writing experience in your writing class has been like.
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6. How have you felt as an international student in your writing class?
(Probes to get stories, e.g., Why did you feel that way? What did the
teacher do to make you feel that way?)
7. What did you find most useful about the writing class instruction?
8. Specifically, what did you think of the grammar instruction? Was it
helpful? Why or why not?
9. Tell me about the timed-writing paragraphs. What did you think
about that process? [Probing questions for clarification as appropriate; may include questions asking the student to recreate their
process when doing the DWCF paragraphs, and asking what they
thought of that process]
10. In what ways did the timed-writing paragraphs help you or not
help you?
11. What did you think of your teacher’s feedback on the timed-writing
paragraphs? Was it helpful or not? Why was it helpful/not helpful do
you think?
12. Ok, I think that’s all I have for you. Do you have anything else you’d
like to share with me about the writing class?
[Turn tape recorder off]
Do you have anything to say about what we discussed during this interview?
Thank you again for your help!
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This article reports on a study focused on understanding the relationship between
teachers’ emotional responses and the larger contextual factors that shape response
practices. Drawing from response and emotion scholarship, this article proposes
affective tensions as a way for understanding the tug and pull that teachers experience between what they feel they should do (mostly driven from a pedagogical
perspective) and what they are expected to do (mostly driven by an institutional
perspective) in a contextual moment. The case study of Kim, a community college instructor, offers an analysis of two affective tensions that emerged from her
think-aloud protocol (TAP): responding to grammar/sentence errors over content
and responding critically to students she likes. Kim’s case reveals the underlying
affective tensions between individual emotions, cultural constructions, and institutional contexts that are negotiated while she responds to student writing. This
article concludes with suggestions for identifying emotions and affective tensions
that both influence and paralyze writing teachers’ response practices.

Keywords: response, emotion, affect, community college, reflective practice
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Writing teachers navigate a host of situational factors that influence
how they read and respond to student writing: assignment guidelines,
relationships with students, classroom dynamics, teaching experience,
previously taught courses, pedagogical theories, and the list goes on.
When research mentions what might affect how teachers read and respond to student writing, emotion rarely emerges as a factor. At the same
time, however, few would argue that teachers are not moved when reading student writing. Teachers can be emotionally moved when students’
narratives provide a glimpse into their personal lives. Teachers can also
be emotionally affected by the reality of the colloquial narrative of an
overburdened composition teacher locked away frantically responding
to 100+ papers in one sitting. Edgington (2016) has argued for teachers’
response practices to move away from the overburdened, labor-intensive
narrative and instead consider response as an intellectual endeavor. While
response will always be labor-intensive for writing teachers, focusing on
response as an intellectual endeavor “acknowledges that the exertion and
effort needed to respond to student papers is a purposeful activity with
a tangible and important end goal” (p. 87). I, too, would like to push for
scholarly conversations about response to move away from expedient, efficient labor practices to the emotional and intellectual work wrapped up
in our response practices. As Murphy (2000) has reminded us, teachers
are thinking and feeling individuals working within sociocultural contexts. We need to understand more fully how emotions mediate teachers’
behaviors when teachers respond to student writing.
Response research has tangentially considered how emotions influence teachers’ response practices. Edgington’s (2005) study of teachers’
reading of student writing reveals how the reading experience was a valued, emotional activity and that teachers experience emotions that could
influence written comments. Tobin (2004) questioned how he might police his unconscious emotions so as not to interfere with his “objectivity
and self-control” (p. 50). Robillard (2007) considered how plagiarism
evokes the emotion of anger in writing teachers, arguing that if writing
teachers ignore their anger, they risk becoming “dehumanized, disembodied readers of student work” (p. 28). While Edgington’s, Tobin’s, and
Robillard’s studies provide insight into the emotional work of responding
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to student writing in two very specific exigencies, there is limited research
on the complex role that emotions always play when teachers respond
to student writing. However, embedded in our scholarly conversations
on response, we find nods to emotion, such as Phelps’s (1998) work on
being surprised by student writing or Sperling’s (1994) study revealing
a cognitive/emotive orientation. These studies, in addition to emotion
scholarship within writing studies (Chandler, 2007; Micciche, 2007),
help construct the act of reading and responding to student writing as
a rich site for emotions to emerge. Babb and Corbett (2016) considered
student failure as a circumstance in which teachers might have emotional
responses. Babb and Corbett used the same emotional responses in their
survey as Caswell (2014) to begin engaging in cross-comparison emotion
research in writing studies.
Elsewhere I have argued that teachers express dynamic, recursive
emotional episodes while reading and responding to student writing, and
these emotional episodes are not only induced by teachers’ writing values
but also shape teachers’ identities (Caswell, 2014, 2016). The emotions
teachers experience are not simply individual, personal moments separate from their teaching lives. Instead, emotions are persuasive forces that
direct teachers’ attention in particular ways when they are responding to
student writing. In other articles, I have reported on the discrete emotions
that the emotional episodes reveal; however, in this present study, I take
a holistic approach to understanding the emotional episodes in the experiences of one teacher, Kim (a pseudonym). When viewed holistically,
Kim’s series of emotional episodes reveal the underlying affective tensions
between individual emotions, cultural constructions, and institutional
contexts that she is negotiating while responding to student writing.
Affective tensions refer to the (un)conscious negotiation teachers experience between what they feel they should do (mostly driven from a
pedagogical perspective) and what they are expected to do (mostly driven
by an institutional perspective) when responding. Affective tensions direct Kim’s attention to specific textual elements, and, in turn, direct her
pedagogical approach to response. By focusing on affective tensions that
lend themselves to individual emotional episodes instead of focusing on
the individual emotion episodes themselves, we can begin to move beyond a definition of emotion that tries to privilege either the individual/
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biological definition or the cultural/social definition. Instead, attention to
affective tensions allows us to recognize how the innate biological aspect
of emotion is incorporated into larger cultural and social frameworks;
therefore, this focus provides a more robust understanding of how emotions play a mediating role when teachers respond to student writing.
This article begins by reviewing research on teacher response and
how emotions have been discussed in response scholarship thus far in
order to emphasize the role of the student-teacher relationship. Then, in
the methods section, I discuss the TAP method used to research teachers’
emotions and describe affective tensions as an analytic frame. Following a
discussion of the methods, the case study of Kim is presented with a focus
on the two affective tensions that emerged from her TAP: responding to
grammar/sentence errors over content and balancing student relationships and critical responses. I conclude with suggestions for how writing
teachers can identify their own emotions and affective tensions, which both
influence and paralyze their response practices. Because emotions and affective tensions affect our response practices, this article pushes for an emotional agenda to emerge as a viable research site within response studies.
Literature Review
Student-Teacher Relationships and Response Research
Since the 1980s, response research has focused on textual comments
(Connor & Lundsford, 1993), reader perspectives (Edgington, 2005),
student perspectives (Straub, 1997), and the social and contextual understandings of response (Carini, 1994; Fife & O’Neill, 2001; Sperling, 1994).
Underlying the various avenues that response research has taken, two
claims seem to remain true from Sommers’s (1982) article “Responding
to Student Writing”: Teachers should (a) demonstrate the presence of a
reader and (b) understand how students use feedback to improve their
writing. Both of these claims nod toward teacher-student relationships,
which are emphasized in later response research. Sommers (2006) revisited claims in her 1982 article when, almost 25 years later, she conducted
a longitudinal study on response that reaffirms the importance of response to students’ abilities to improve as writers. Additionally, Sommers
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highlighted that feedback plays a role in undergraduates’ writing development “when, but only when, students and teachers create a partnership through feedback—a transaction in which teachers engage with their
students by treating them as apprentice scholars, offering honest critique
paired with instruction” (p. 250). Together then, these sources highlight
the relationship, or partnership, teachers and students build on the page
as a crucial facet of responding to student writing.
Murphy (2000) also argued that response research should emphasize
teacher-student relationships, since students are active learners who construct meaning through social encounters. For Murphy, response is “an
ongoing exchange with the student writing, and both teacher and student
have roles in the interactive process of knowledge construction” (p. 81).
Drawing from Sommers (2006), Murphy described the emphasis as residing in the student-teacher transaction that is built within the classroom
context. Fife and O’Neill (2001) extended Murphy’s focus on the social
act of response by arguing that “the texts that teachers write in response to
student writing are influenced and informed by the contexts in which they
function; consequently, any interpretation of these teacher-written texts
needs to consider the texts’ particular contexts, not just a generic one” (p.
307). Pushing for more contextual research on response that also incorporates students’ voices, Fife and O’Neill called for research that addresses
how response creates roles for teachers and students and that looks at
larger conversational moves within the classroom.
Edgington (2005) answered Fife and O’Neill’s (2001) call by considering how eight teachers read student writing. Edgington used a TAP
method to analyze the reading strategies that teachers use to respond to
writing, and he concluded that reading and responding to student writing
is a contextual act and that teachers draw on different reading strategies
to understand students’ work. Though Edgington did not explicitly code
for emotion, he referred to his participants being emotionally moved by
students, students’ language, and students’ topics. Edgington appears to
have been the first to discuss the emergence of teachers’ emotions during
think-aloud protocols. Kynard (2006) also responded to Fife and O’Neill’s
call by using her experience of reading and responding to student writing as insight into a contextual argument that her practice is meeting her
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students where they are at with their own language, thoughts, and writing. Kynard contended that while most teachers lament grading because
of the poor writing of students, her problem is how to respond well to
students who “really take this writing thang [sic] to heart and start writing!” (p. 363). Kynard provided her students with honest reader-based
comments: “If I want to know more, I say that and why. If I am confused, I explain why. . . . If something makes me sad, I tell them why. If I
was cracking up at their wit and humor, I say that too” (p. 366). Kynard
demonstrated that when teachers know and understand their students,
reader-based responses engage students and can help them in ways that
evaluative, standard-based comments cannot. Kynard did not explicitly
discuss emotion as a motivating factor, but she considered emotion to be
a component of reader-based feedback.
Writing teachers’ interest in response research has spanned from
describing and naming the response practices of teachers (Connors &
Lundsford, 1993; Sommers, 1982; Straub, 2000) to the more theoretical concepts behind those practices (Edgington, 2005; Fife & O’Neill,
2001; Phelps, 1998) and to the contextual aspect of response (Edgington,
2005; Fife & O’Neill, 2001; Kynard, 2006; Murphy, 2000). Missing from
all of these approaches is a complex, contextual understanding of the role
that emotion plays in our response practices; however, embedded in the
contextual approaches to response is a nod toward the role of emotion
in student-teacher relationships. Richmond (2002) specifically called on
the field to examine our emotions in terms of relationships, arguing that
“a teacher’s beliefs or feelings about students could influence students’
writing in ways that we are only beginning to understand” (p. 76). Tobin
(2004) considered the student/teacher relationship and might have been
the first to consider the implications of emotion for pedagogical improvement. Through a personal reflection of his own classroom, Tobin turned
to bell hooks’s questioning of the social and political nature of emotions.
Which emotions are encouraged and allowed in the classroom? Assuming
emotions are something to be dealt with, Tobin argued that if teachers do
not admit to experiencing emotions when reading student writing, then
teachers refuse “to figure out how to deal with them” (p. 104). Before writing teachers can investigate what feedback might be best for their students
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at a particular moment or what emotions are welcomed and valued in the
classroom, teachers need to understand where their feedback comes from
and the role that emotions play in the feedback they give.
Emotions in the Writing Classroom
Just as response practices are a rich site for the emotional dynamics of teachers, writing in general is rich with emotions. Writing studies
could trace its fascination with emotion to Aristotle’s rhetorical proof
of pathos. As an available means of persuasion, emotion initially was
conceived as an equal to logos and ethos; however, as Western thought
developed, emotion was demoted in favor of rational, logical thought.
Emotions came to be seen as irrational and too touchy-feely to be scholarly (Micciche, 2007); emotion lost prominence as a valuable means of
persuasion in the composition classroom, as evidenced in Moon’s (2003)
analysis of composition handbooks.
Though pathos might not be the first rhetorical proof that academics
turn to in composing arguments, emotions have maintained the sustained
interest of writing scholars. Brand (1987, 1989) was an early proponent
arguing for more attention to the psychological aspect of writing, specifically the affective experience. Brand (1987) analyzed how emotions
function within the writing process and cognition by linking emotion/
cognition and writing to intention and interpretation—referring to both
what the writer wants to accomplish and what the readers take from writing. Brand argued that teachers and students should be viewed as rational
and emotional beings who have conscious awareness of the persuasive
role of emotions within their lives.
Whereas Brand advocated for research on the role of emotion in
writing, Chandler (2007) was prompted to research students’ emotions
after noticing an increase of clichés in her students’ final reflective essays.
Chandler’s study of students’ emotions in the composition classroom revealed the persuasive sway that emotions have over students. The anxiety
and fear students felt regarding their service-learning experiences pushed
them to write more clichés, generalizations, and pat conclusions, as well
as a more conversational narrative instead of an analysis essay. She argued
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that students struggle to develop their writing in a new academic discourse
when they are experiencing anxiety or fear.
Though we recognize the influence of emotion on students’ writing
and on teachers’ response, we lack an understanding of the complexity
of emotion in the writing classroom for both teachers and students. This
study focuses on the teacher and moves beyond the individualistic nature
of emotions. Specifically, when looking at the role of emotion holistically
we see the larger influence of affect in shaping the feedback context and
pushing teachers into specific types of responses. As Kim’s case highlights
below, institutional and classroom contexts and the student-teacher relationship reveal some affective tensions that teachers must navigate when
reading and responding to writing.
Research Questions
This research study was guided by the following questions:
1. How do the individual emotional episodes that teachers experience
while they read and respond interact with each other?
2. What do teachers’ emotional responses reveal about the larger contextual factors that shape response practices?
Study Design
Following Edgington’s (2005) methods to study teacher response in
situ, this study used a TAP to study the emotional responses of a teacher,
Kim, while she was reading and responding to student writing. Smagorinsky
(1994) refers to TAPs as a human methodology that “elicit[s] a sample of
the thoughts that go through writers’ minds” (p. 16). Since TAPs capture
the thoughts that individuals experience when engaged in an activity, this
study used TAPs to capture the hidden process of the emotional thoughts
and expressions of a teacher. As part of the context-rich TAP (Edgington,
2005), Kim responded to assignments that students were currently writing in a class she was teaching. She wrote her responses in a campus office
where she felt comfortable; she did not use her personal office because of
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noise concerns.1 Kim also participated in a preinterview 1and directions/
practice for the TAP), and immediately following the TAP (Appendix A)
she completed a retrospective interview (asking reflective questions
about emotions experienced). The preinterview provided context for
the protocol, while the retrospective interview provided a triangulation
point with the emotions expressed during the protocol. Both interviews
and the TAP were audio and video recorded. Prior to recruiting Kim to
participate in the study, IRB approval was granted. Kim signed informed
consent forms before starting the preinterview. Kim’s TAP was first coded
and analyzed for emotional episodes and then for affective tensions. Both
analytic frameworks are shared below, followed by Kim’s case study, which
details two affective tensions.
Analytic Frameworks
Emotional episodes. Kim’s initial and retrospective interviews and
protocol session were transcribed verbatim, including fillers (um, uh,
er, etc.) and paralinguistic features (sighing, laughing, etc.). The quotes
included in the discussion below are also verbatim, with some punctuation added for clarity. Transcripts were read through and coded multiple times before solidifying three coding schemes: emotion, trigger, and
action (Appendix B). Initial emotion codes were derived from Plutchik
(1991), and initial trigger codes were derived from Huot (1988). Action
codes emerged from the behaviors of the participant. These three coding
schemes work together to compose the emotional episodes (Figure 1) that
teachers experience when they respond to student writing.

Figure 1. The process of emotional episodes

1 The audio/video recorder was placed on the corner of the desk in order to capture all of Kim’s
movements but was not in her direct line of sight, so it was not a constant reminder that she was
being recorded. See Ericsson and Simon (1980) for more information on the TAP method.
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The emotional episodes teachers express while responding to student
writing include a momentary interrelated episode pattern of values, triggers, emotions, and actions. Each episode reflects one particular emotional
moment, and the emotional episode frames how teachers move from
triggers to actions while also trying to capture what counts as an emotional trigger for teachers when responding to student writing. Of the 55 expressed emotional episodes during the TAP, Kim expressed the emotions
of anger (30%) most frequently, followed by concern (20%) and confusion (16%). Kim’s emotional triggers ranged from sentence level (18%)
to content (55%). Kim’s actions were mostly (a) spoken comments not
shared with the writer and (b) written comments shared with the writer.
For example, as Kim is reading a student’s paper, she comes across content
that does not align with the assignment guidelines. The content serves as
the emotional trigger in this example. Since one of Kim’s goals/values in
writing instruction is for writers to follow assignment guidelines, when
Kim encounters text that does not align with the assignment, she has an
emotional trigger. This prompts the emotion of anger for Kim; Kim is
upset that the student has not met the assignment guidelines. The action
in this example is a written comment on the student’s paper. However,
even though following assignment guidelines remains a stable value and
triggers emotional responses throughout Kim’s protocol, the emotions
and actions shift, including emotions such as concern and confusion and
actions such as spoken comments and written comments.
Thus, while the emotional episode appears to be a linear process, it
reflects complex theoretical models of emotion that reject a one-size-fitsall emotion experience for individuals. The emotional episode of response
reflects emotion scholarship (Damasio, 1994; Milton, 2005) by considering emotions as cultural, social, and biological occurrences. The concept
of emotional episode developed from an understanding that teachers have
innate biological/chemical reactions to emotion (Damasio, 1994), but
what counts as an emotion for teachers and how teachers acknowledge or
respond to their emotions are driven by culturally and socially accepted
patterns (Milton, 2005).
Affective tensions. Scholarly conversations about differences between
emotion and affect have achieved little consensus. Since writing studies
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have routinely engaged in interdisciplinary research to understand social
phenomena and since an interdisciplinary approach constitutes the theoretical foundation of the emotional episode, I turned to Wetherell’s (2012)
work to begin drawing hazy boundaries around what might be considered
emotion and affect. Wetherell approached affect from a psychobiology,
sociology, and cultural studies perspective to advocate a social science
research agenda regarding emotion and affect. Drawing from scholars
(Ahmed, Berlant, and Probyn) working in cultural studies frequently
cited in writing research, Wetherell’s interdisciplinary approach to affect
functions as the theoretical foundation for my move toward emotion as
a facet of affect. I do not consider emotion and affect as two distinct phenomena. Instead, I approach emotion and affect as social components that
work in tandem, neither belonging to the individual self but both working
as embodied, material practices that reflect engagement with the world.
However, for the analytical purposes of this research, emotion refers
to single, time-bound moments (e.g., the emotional episodes writing
teachers express) or bodily states that are induced by cognitive thoughts,
objects, or events (called the “trigger” in the emotional episode). Affect,
on the other hand, refers to an ongoing flow and movement that can
flare up in bursts or remain subdued beneath a level of consciousness.
Because of the continuous movement, Wetherell proposed the term affective practices, which she defined as practices that are “continually dynamic with the potential to move in multiple and divergent directions”
(p. 13). Affective practices focus on patterns, order, and movement to see
what participants do with emotion in everyday life.
Building on teachers’ emotional episodes, affect, and affective practices, I analyzed Kim’s case holistically to understand how the emotional
episodes worked comprehensively. A holistic approach allowed me to understand Kim’s affective practices rather than single, emotional episodes.
To this end, I listed every emotional episode Kim expressed during her
TAP. Once all 55 emotional episodes were listed and time-stamped, I
looked at what was inducing the emotional episodes, with the goal of beginning to understand the patterns of the emotional episodes (Table 1).

Caswell, N. I. (2018). Affective tensions in response. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 69–98.

80 • Nicole I. Caswell

Table 1
Sample of Kim’s Reoccurring Emotional Episodes
Reoccurring emotional episodes induced by similar
writing concerns
10 emotional episodes in 5 minutes
• Kim is trying not to write condescending comments.
• Kim is caught up in spelling and punctuation
errors.

Emotion component of the
emotional episode
Anger
Concern
Anger
Anger
Disgust
Concern
Anger
Anger
Disgust
Concern

16 emotional episodes in 4 minutes
• Kim is struggling to decide whether the overall
goal of the assignment is for the students to accurately represent the text they have to reference
in the paper.
• Kim is trying not to “correct” vernacular language.

Concern
Confusion
Confusion
Confusion
Confusion
Anger
Concern
Anger
Anticipation
Anger
Concern
Anger
Confusion
Anger
Surprise
Anger
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Single emotional episodes had an identifiable trigger and emotion, and
when multiple emotional episodes had the same trigger and emotion, I
considered them to be recurrent and grouped them together; I was less
concerned with the action or value at this stage. I was concerned with
patterns of occurrence. How frequently did content trigger anger? How
often did spelling trigger concern?
Kim’s emotional episodes were categorized into five reoccurring
groups. The first group had 10 emotional episodes occurring in 10 minutes
and reflected Kim’s efforts to get into reading the paper and to meet her
initial goal of reading the draft before commenting. The second group had
seven emotional episodes occurring in 2 minutes, which were triggered by
Kim trying to understand the paper itself. The third had 10 emotional episodes occurring in 5 minutes, in which Kim tried to refrain from writing
condescending comments or correcting all the errors. In the fourth grouping, Kim expressed 16 emotional episodes in 4 minutes, during which she
reconciled what the student did in the assignment with her goals for the
assignment. The last group had 13 emotional episodes in occurring in 5
minutes, during which Kim realized her own confusion regarding the assignment and tried to develop a strategy for helping the student.
Once recurring emotional episodes were grouped (on average 12.6
emotional episodes per 5-minute period), I returned to Kim’s TAP and
postinterview to identify contextual information that could comprise
outside forces shaping Kim’s experience. Each grouping was induced by
similar concerns: trying to understand the assignment, trying to avoid
responding to every spelling error or consistently correcting vernacular language, trying to understand the overall goal of the assignment,
and trying to decide how to best help the student. From here, I analyzed
Kim’s TAP and interview transcripts alongside my analysis of Kim’s values and emotional episodes, with the goal of capturing a comprehensive
perspective of how affect flowed through Kim’s practices. Through this
analysis, I identified what I am calling affective tensions that guided Kim’s
experiences.
Although these individual emotional episodes present Kim as a concerned reader who is frustrated with a particular assignment, when we
consider the TAP in conjunction with the broader context, Kim emerges
as a reader caught between her institutional context and her pedagogical
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understandings. Affective tensions capture the tug and pull experience
teachers negotiate between personal pedagogical values and institutional
expectations. Affective tensions are both personal and contextual. Whereas
teachers’ emotional episodes are discrete, individual moments that recur
throughout the response session, affective tensions are broader frames
that contextualize the entire session. Affective tensions take the individual, innate, biological aspect of emotion (emotional episodes) and place it
within the cultural and social frameworks that govern and shape teachers’
emotions and emotional reactions. As Ahmed (2004), Micciche (2007),
and Wetherell (2012) argued, emotions do something. When responding
to student writing, emotions mediate teachers’ reading and responding
practices. Affective tensions, on the other hand, regard how the interplay of contextual factors additionally shape teachers’ response practices.
Affective tensions move from individual emotional episodes to capture a
holistic view of teachers’ entire experience during TAPs. It might be hypothesized that affective tensions can carry between different classes at the
same institution, but this study focuses on only one classroom.
Kim’s Context
Kim is a white female community college instructor in the Midwest
with 10 years of teaching experience. During the semester that she participated in a TAP, she was teaching a language fundamentals (level 1)
basic writing course. The course focuses on helping students learn about
academic discourse and, as Kim describes, the “conventions of standard
English grammar and punctuation.” While the course objectives focus
clearly on standard English conventions, Kim comments at the beginning of her TAP that she focuses on higher-order concerns and opens the
course with a unit on language to help bridge students’ discourses with
an academic discourse. Kim’s educational background includes a master’s
degree in teaching with a focus on language arts for grades 7–12, and she
is currently pursuing a PhD in rhetoric and composition. In addition to
teaching the first level of basic writing, Kim has taught the second-level
language fundamentals course, College Composition 1 and 2, and worked
as a writing tutor at the community college.
She completed the TAP about three-fourths of the way through the
fall semester in her first-level fundamentals course, when students were
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working on a narrative essay in which they were to write about an experience regarding rudeness. In conjunction with their personal narrative, students needed to use concepts and quotes from the text they
were reading in class. Kim mentions that class discussions had focused
on how “rudeness is contextual and varies by situation and interpretation.” Kim was reading first drafts of the rudeness narrative, and one
of Kim’s main goals for this essay was for students to understand how
to provide context for their writing. When reading the essays, Kim was
hoping to see students set up enough of a story’s context for any reader to
understand what was happening in the story. Continuing with the issue
of context, Kim was also hoping that students would use contextual cues
when they referenced the outside text. She wants to see that the students
provided enough context for the quotes so that they are integrated well
within the students’ narratives. Kim mentions that another goal for the
narrative was for the students to explain how a rude situation affected
them. However, since Kim has taught this assignment in past semesters,
she was aware that students tend to leave out this aspect of the prompt.
Kim comments that at this stage of the students’ development, one larger
goal is making sure that for the students understand what the assignment
involves and address all parts of the prompt.
Just as individuals can perceive and feel the environment when they
walk into a room, Kim was able to “feel the paper” when she began to
read. Kim expressed an ebb and flow of confusion and concern for a single paper that she spent her entire 45-minute allotment responding to it.
Kim reflected that she normally does not spend 45-minutes per paper.
Kim’s individual 55 emotional episodes flowed throughout the response
session. The combination of her goals for the assignment, classroom
context, institutional curriculum, and individual student intersected to
reveal two major affective tensions Kim had to negotiate as she reads and
responds to the student’s writing:
1. Responding to grammar/sentence errors over content
2. Balancing student relationships and critical responses
These two affective tensions swirl as invisible, persuasive, and, eventually,
recognized forces that function as the operationalized, named aspect of
emotion that shapes Kim’s decisions.
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Discussion
Tension 1: Responding to Grammar/Sentence Errors Over Content
I felt tension between what I kind of try to downplay, like surface errors and grammar, and then also a sense of duty where I feel like if I don’t point it out, someone
may not or someone will in the future. And the student will feel like. “Why didn’t
she ever tell me this or help me with this? (Retrospective Interview)

At the beginning of the TAP, Kim states that she likes to read papers
all the way through before commenting on students’ work. However,
almost immediately after starting to read a paper, within the introduction,
Kim realizes she is not going to be able to just read the work because there
are too many surface errors that interfere with her ability to read through.
While Kim is reading the essay and commenting on both surface-level
and content-based issues, she expresses multiple moments of concern—
concern for the student and concern for herself regarding whether she
is making the right pedagogical decisions. Kim’s emotional moments of
concern reveal an affective tension influencing how she is reading and
responding to the student’s narrative essay.
The first instance of concern occurs about 5 minutes into the TAP,
when Kim pauses to question why she is continuing to comment on surface errors:
Again I feel weird pointing out surface errors, um, but I’m also really highly aware
that they are trying to learn some of the conventions of academic writing, such as
underlining a title, so I feel like I kinda need to point these things out.

As one of Kim’s emotional episodes, Kim’s concern is triggered by surface
errors, specifically the addition of the word “author” and the title of the
book in quotation marks and not underlined. While Kim stated in her
preinterview that she was more interested in the content, as she engages
in responding to the student’s writing she becomes more invested in the
sentence-level features of the writing.
About 15 minutes later, Kim finds herself again commenting on the
surface-level features of the writing:
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Wrong spelling of weather um [sigh]. I hate to point that stuff out, but obviously
spell check didn’t get it and at this stage I do feel like these are honest mistakes and
that nobody points them out and if no one ever does, they will just keep going on.
I don’t know if this will help for sure; it’ll just happen again, but I’ll be remiss if I
didn’t point it out.

In this instance, Kim is concerned that if she does not point out the errors
to the student, the student is not going to recognize that she is making
these errors. Part of the concern Kim feels is due to a prior class discussion she and her students had on language and power. “I’m in this really
weird position where we had this fantastic discussion on language and
privilege and power and um we read all these wonderful pieces and had
these discussions where we ran out of class time.” Kim is concerned that
by commenting on the surface-level issues in this student’s text, she is inadvertently undermining the discussions of language and power that she
and the students had in the classroom. Yet, at the same time, Kim is cognizant of the fact that for these students to succeed in the academy, they
need to be able to write in an academic voice.
The academic voice Kim seeks for her students includes standard academic English (SAE) at the sentence level; however, for Kim and other
2-year-college faculty, emphasizing SAE conflicts with their professional
identity. Kim reflects out loud in her TAP that she emphasizes spelling and
grammar and that she “want[s] [students] to have an honest understanding of how a certain type of reader will see their work and how a certain
type of reader like me will notice those things.” For Kim, this tug-of-war
between her values of higher-order features of writing and the institutional values of correct SAE centralizes itself as an affective tension that
mediates how she chooses to respond to this piece of writing. Kim’s manifestation of this affective tension in her response practices reflects professional identity research on 2-year-college faculty. Toth, Griffiths, and
Thirolf (2013) studied 2-year-college faculty’s professional identities and
considered the tensions these faculty experience between pedagogy and
the institutional context. These researchers write that “national and institutional policies that emphasize educational attainment and workforce
readiness can position two-year college English faculty as a cross-purpose
with the goals of the administrators, thereby limiting their autonomy as
Caswell, N. I. (2018). Affective tensions in response. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 69–98.

86 • Nicole I. Caswell

writing pedagogy experts” (p. 91). Toth et al. found in their study that
instructors experienced pressures and tension within their pedagogy:
“They had practical obligations to meet institutional completion goals,
even as they sought to remain true to their own notions of good teaching”
(p. 103). While Toth et al. did not consider the role of emotion in this tension, for Kim this particular tension between responding to sentence-level
issues (a goal of the curriculum and expectation of future instructors) and
responding to content (a goal of her pedagogical approach to writing) becomes visible through her emotions and emotional episodes. Kim’s decision to comment or not is mediated by her emotions, and her emotions
direct her attention to this particular affective tension. Kim has to decide
how to navigate feedback on grammar and content based on what is best
for this student and her piece of writing in this moment.
Tension 2: Balancing Student Relationships and Critical Responses
I do remember that when I discussed this assignment and she knew this was going
to be another narrative and she felt like ‘oh here we go again,’ and um I think I remember her mentioning something about like um, ya know, I feel like she did say
something, well she didn’t want this one to be as personal, and I think I encouraged
her that it was okay to be personal, ya know, whatever she is comfortable with. Um
I feel like this one isn’t coming off as well as the other one. (Think Aloud Protocol)

While Kim was negotiating whether to respond to form and content, she also was negotiating a second tension: responding critically to
a student she likes and has encouraged to take risks in her writing. This
particular affective tension is littered with emotional episodes of concern
throughout the last half of the TAP, and Kim becomes aware of how powerful student narratives can be for teachers. As Kim is processing her concern out loud during the protocol, she says:
I’ll grade the one that’s not narrative, and I’ll be much more, ya know, authoritative
in terms of how things are organized, and then I get to the narrative and I’m like,
aww, if I had only known what you have been through I wouldn’t have been so hard
on the nonnarrative, so that’s actually created a little bit of some extra tension this
semester.
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The more Kim learns about her students, the more she struggles to shift from
a teacher-centered authority figure to a reader-centered, writer-focused responder. Kim already has a working relationship with this student and has
met with her prior to reading this draft, both of which have shaped part of
the tension Kim had to navigate to provide this student with constructive,
useful feedback that would help the writer at this particular moment.
Kim is initially concerned about the student based on the student’s
content. “So, I can see that this is really upsetting to her.” The narrative
the student wrote on rudeness seems to be about the student, but as Kim
continues to read the draft she is confused about whether the rudeness
was directed at the student or whether the student observed it happening.
As Kim begins to write feedback to the student, she becomes concerned
about the tone of her feedback and how her comments are going to be interpreted by the student. Below, Kim’s comment to the student is in quotes
and is followed by Kim’s voiced expression of her concern:
I can see there are a couple of issues here. One the new deacon may have um stepped
on the pastor’s toes.” I’m, I hope that this isn’t condescending. I try to use phrases
like “stepped on the pastor’s toes” rather than “the new deacon may have asserted
his authority.” I always feel like if I make a comment like that not that somebody
wouldn’t understand it but just that it sounds too professor-like.

Kim’s concern about not sounding “too professor-like” stems from
her positionality; from the class discussions on power, language, and authority discussions; and from her relationship with the student and her
desire to use language with which the student is familiar. Kim’s concern
for the student’s feelings appears again at the end of the think-aloud session as Kim decides how much feedback and what feedback will best help
the student improve her text. Kim says out loud: “I’m just trying to weigh
how much needs to be written on the paper. I don’t want it to be depressing and overwhelming.”
During her retrospective interview, Kim continues the theme of concern about the student and concern about the choices Kim is making as
an instructor. She first discusses her feelings of sympathy for the student,
who is struggling to grasp the material and conventions of academic
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English. Kim mentions, “I truly feel bad that it must be this difficult” for
the student. Additionally, Kim expresses concern for the student because
of Kim’s relationship with the student. Kim knows that when she meets
with the student, she will need to give the student positive feedback so that
the student will continue to work on her essay and not be discouraged by
the current quality of the writing.
Kim continues to feel concerned for the writer when she says, “Because
I’ve worked with students for a while and because I’ve worked in the writing center, I feel like I know they can take this stuff personally. I would.”
Kim’s action, based on this feeling of concern, is to take it easy on the student and put a positive spin on the comments in the margin. Kim also
mentions that she has moved toward oral conferences with the students
because she is able to convey her thoughts more clearly to the student when
they have a conversation about the writing. Kim values academic written
conventions as a teacher, but she also values the students’ rights to their
language, and when those two values intersect, Kim experiences an affective tension regarding how to respond.
The negotiation of this affective tension is similar to Kynard’s reflection on providing honest, reader-based comments to her students. Kynard
wants her students to know her thoughts and her feelings and to maintain her students’ desires to just write. Kim, on the other hand, is trying
to couch her feedback to further students’ learning in a particular way.
The “just write to write” approach does not hold up because Kim is still
encouraging a particular academic literacy task. Thus, Kim is left to navigate “contextual student-centered information” to decide what feedback
best supports a writer’s learning in this moment (Murphy, 2000). Kim’s
relationship with the student, in addition to classroom history, helps to
shape Kim’s actions to this affective tension during the TAP. Whereas the
first affective tension directs Kim’s attention to what to respond to, this
affective tension directs Kim’s attention to how to respond to the student.
Conclusion
Analysis of Kim’s two affective tensions reveals the way in which emotions mediate the behaviors of teachers when responding to student writing. In particular, the affective tensions make visible the persuasive nature
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of emotional episodes that nudge teachers toward particular pedagogical
choices. For Kim, her affective tensions help shape what she responds to
and how she responds. This study demonstrates how individual emotions
cluster around specific tensions that a writing teacher navigates and how
some of those tensions are beyond the control of the writing teacher. Kim
eventually became aware of her tensions through the TAP and our retrospective interview. The tension between content, form, and structure became so powerful for her that she could not let it go. She said:
I feel strong about it. Because I know this will continue to be an issue in academic
writing and so I just can’t play nice. I can’t just always say, “Ya know, it’s just about
the content and you really do have a great anecdote here and that’s really all that
matters,” because that’s not all that’s going to matter. . . . I can’t, I just can’t let the
tension cripple me from being about to convey that somehow.

Kim eventually decided that she was going to discuss this tension with her
class and decide together how she might proceed with feedback on future
assignments. Kim’s emotions and her affective tensions are not just about
her or the feelings she happens to have that day. Her emotions mediate her
relationships with her students, the institution, and herself. The institutional rules establish a certain expected outcome for students who enroll
in her class, but Kim’s emotions draw her attention to an affective tension
when that expectation conflicts with her pedagogical beliefs. The conflict
between the institutional expectations and Kim’s pedagogical beliefs paralyzes her response practices, to an extent. After 10 years of teaching, Kim
is unable to decide exactly how to respond to and how to proceed with a
single paper that she spends 45 minutes reading and responding to. Kim’s
reflection on the tension leads her back into the classroom, but what happens to teachers who encounter paralyzing tensions and do not think to
look at emotions or affective tensions?
Although looking just at Kim’s emotional episodes provides us with
an understanding of how her individual emotions mediate her responses,
affective tensions allow us to recognize larger persuasive forces that shape
her decisions. For Kim, these affective tensions helped to operationalize
and name the what of her emotions that moved beyond just the individual
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experience. Kim’s first affective tension created a space in which, even
though she was responding to just one student, she was navigating her
accountability to the entire class and the institution. Kim’s comments
reflected both what she wanted to say to the individual student and her
perceived responsibility to the entire class. Kim’s second affective tension positioned Kim and her student’s relationship as a situational factor.
Kim’s comments were motivated by maintaining the relationship so the
student could grow as a writer. Over time, Kim may have become aware
of these tensions on her own, but her participation in this study brought
them to her attention sooner. Through our retrospective interview, Kim
became better situated to recognize these tensions when responding to
future assignments and to preempt some of her tensions by creating new
pedagogical tools to interface with the tensions in the classroom. While
Kim cannot anticipate what relationships she might build with students
in the classroom, she can anticipate the nagging concern between form
and content and create additional space in the classroom to have more
conversations with students—or change her response practices if necessary. Additional research is needed to know how long teachers navigate individual affective tensions and whether these tensions continue to
shift, intensify, or deintensify based on a teacher’s experience, education,
or institution. Would further graduate coursework position Kim to negotiate her affective tensions differently? Would Kim act differently after
teaching in the same institution for another 10 years? Future research
might also focus on how affective tensions transfer between classrooms.
Will Kim experience these same tensions in another section of Language
Fundamentals or in a Composition 1 or 2 course?
Additionally, as higher education institutions wield more power and
continue to move toward rigid measures of accountability and outcomes,
affective tensions might become more complex. Returning to Brand’s
(1987) emotion research, we must continue to humanize writing teachers
if we hope to push against rigidity in our classrooms and reestablish the
value of the teacher in the writing classroom. Brand (1999) stated in her
keynote to the Assembly for Expanded Perspectives on Learning at CCCC:
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Whether we like it or not, the mind-body relationship is so powerful that it is humanly impossible to dissociate the two without grave consequences. We make a
serious mistake by not helping students address their psychological lives, to continually humanize themselves.

Similarly, we are doing ourselves a disservice by looking for shortcuts in
our response practices instead of advocating for the complexity of emotion
in our response practices. We could turn to Straub’s (2000) best practices of
response (conversation based, student focused, and content driven), which
highlight the relationship between teachers and students, in which emotion is at the core. These best practices should not be replaced by institutional mandates, standardized tests, or rigid scoring guides. As Neal (2011)
has reminded us, machine scoring was “a cheap, mechanized solution to a
problem that we have not had opportunity to help define” (p. 74). We need
to humanize ourselves as writing teachers so our responses remain firmly
rooted in pedagogically sound practices and so new solutions to unidentified problems arise.
We might begin by humanizing ourselves. Reflecting on Kim’s experiences suggests that her affective tensions might ring true to other writing
teachers. To that end, writing teachers should create a reflective space in
which to recognize their own affective tensions in their institutions and
their educational backgrounds. As teachers are reading and responding
to student writing, they can pay attention to when they continue to pause,
get frustrated, become concerned, and stop and think about what factors
are interacting at that moment. Emotional reflection can become another
way for teachers to engage in reflective practice. Teachers can consider
how their emotions draw their attention by thinking about the following questions: What has happened in class the last few weeks? Do certain assignments prompt more or different emotions than others? What
scholarship have they read recently? What has been shared on social
media about teaching, learning, and students that might shape how the
teachers are reading student writing? Once teachers are aware of their
emotions and affective tensions, they might consider how to include students in conversations about those tensions or how they could use emotions and affective tensions to build relationships with students through
Caswell, N. I. (2018). Affective tensions in response. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2), 69–98.

92 • Nicole I. Caswell

feedback. Through emotional reflection, teachers can begin to build toward response as an intellectual and emotional endeavor (Edgington,
2016).
Response researchers need to spend as much time researching emotions and affective tensions as they do the technology tools and best practices we use to respond to student writing. Our emotions and affective
tensions influence our response practices in ways our research has not yet
valued. Paying attention to emotions and affective tensions allows writing
teachers to ignore the pull to become machinelike responders efficiently
cranking through feedback and instead provide reader-centered feedback
that aligns affective tensions with the teachers’ pedagogical approaches.
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Appendix A: Interview Questions
Preinterview Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

What are your goals for response?
What type of assignment are you responding to?
How long have you been teaching?
What is your professional background/training?
What course is this?
What other courses have you recently taught?

Retrospective Interview Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

How many papers did you respond to?
What emotions did you notice while you were responding?
Are those emotions typical when you respond to writing?
Do you think your emotions influenced how you responded and
how so?
Which emotions were the most intensely experienced at the beginning
of the session?
Which emotions dissipated by the end of the session?
Which emotions resisted change?
Which emotions intensified and deintensified?
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Appendix B: Emotional Episode Coding Scheme
Trigger coding

Emotion coding

Action coding

Content: Something
about the content of
the paper triggers
an emotion for the
teacher.

Joy: The teacher expresses
a positive feeling such as
a liking or love for something within or in relation
to the text.

Spoken: The teacher did nothing in
addition to verbalizing the emotional
utterance. The teacher mentioned or
expressed the emotions in their verbalized thoughts and it did not interfere
with the teacher’s task at hand.

Organization: Something about the organization of the paper
triggers an emotion
for the teacher.

Anger: The teacher
expresses that a certain
point or word in relation
to the text has upset
her and her inability to
achieve something is
upsetting her.

Written comments: The teacher would
speak the emotional utterance and
immediately write a comment on the
student’s paper.

Tone: Something
about the tone of
the paper triggers
an emotion for the
teacher.

Trust: The teacher
expresses satisfaction or
gratification with something in or in relation to
the text.

Grading: The teacher would speak the
emotional utterance and immediately
place a grade on the student’s paper.
In addition to writing the grade, the
teachers would also vocalize the grade
separating it from the written comment
category.

Style: Something
about the style of
writing in the paper
triggers an emotion
for the teacher.

Surprise: The teacher
expresses that something
unexpected has affected
her while reading student
texts.

Returning to the paper: The teacher
would speak the emotional utterance
and return to either what they had just
read in the paper, repeating it vocally,
or returning to an earlier part of the
paper looking for another example or
reference in the student’s paper.

Sentence-level: A
sentence-level issue
in the students’ text
triggers an emotion
for the teacher.

Confusion: The teacher
expresses uncertainty
toward something within
or in relation to the text.

Pausing: The teacher would speak the
emotional utterance and then have silence for three seconds or longer. In addition to the silence, the teacher would
not be looking directly at the paper but
instead would experience an observable
moment of thinking, reflecting, or just
pausing.
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Appearance:
Something about
the appearance or
assignment triggers
an emotion for the
teacher.

Disgust: The teacher
expresses disapproval or
aversion toward something within or around
the text.

Personal Connection: An outside yet
related classroom
or student factor
triggers an emotion
for the teacher.

Anticipation: The teacher
expresses emotion such
as hope or looking toward
something good happening within or in relation
to the text.

Self: A personal issue
or self-reflection
triggers an emotion
for the teacher.

Concern: The teacher
expresses that uncertainty
about the future of the
student and/or text is negatively affecting them.

Grade: Something
relating to the assignments or students’
grades triggers an
emotion for the
teacher.

Disappointment: The
teacher expresses a negative reaction or let down
due to something within
or in relation to the text.
Sadness: The teacher
expresses that something
within or in relation to
the text is making her
unhappy.
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Online peer review has been increasingly implemented in composition and second
language classes. This article reports on a pedagogical practice in which students
used the Turnitin PeerMark tool to conduct peer response in a first-year writing
class. In this study, students drew on multiple PeerMark functions (i.e., commenting tools, composition marks, and PeerMark questions) and provided feedback on
their peers’ summary and response papers. In addition to students’ positive attitude toward the use of PeerMark revealed in the interviews, analyses of archived
PeerMark records suggest that students provided constructive feedback in multiple
aspects and that the majority of peer comments were later incorporated into students’ revisions through different ways. This report expects to encourage teachers
to implement peer review using Turnitin in their classrooms and further explore
the role of technologies for peer feedback.

Keywords: peer response, online peer review, Turnitin, PeerMark, writing pedagogy
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Peer review has been a common practice in university writing classes for decades. It is widely acknowledged that peer review fosters students’ audience awareness, improves students’ critical thinking skills,
and enables students to become better writers (e.g., Liu & Hansen, 2002;
Lundstrom & Baker, 2009). With the development of new technologies,
online peer review has captured instructors’ attention in composition and
L2 classes. The current body of literature (e.g., Chang, 2012; Guardado
& Shi, 2007; Liu & Sadler, 2003; Tuzi, 2004) indicates that online peer
feedback has received acclaim for the advantages observed over faceto-face feedback, such as interactive textual exchange, active student participation, and higher percentages of revision-oriented feedback and
incorporated revisions. Several reasons that explain these benefits have
been reported: (a) the high visibility afforded by technologies leads to
heightened sense of responsibility (Sengupta, 2001); (b) the ComputerMediated Communication (CMC) environment with the use of pseudonyms encourages more honest, objective, and critical comments from
reviewers (Li & Li, 2017; MacLeod, 1999); (c) asynchronous CMC allows
for response rehearsal and suggestion formulation at students’ own pace,
which results in more helpful feedback (DiGiovanni & Nagaswami, 2001);
and (d) online feedback creates a less threatening environment so that
more participation comes from ESL students, who may be concerned
about their language proficiency and whose cultures value attentive listening (Liu & Sadler, 2003).
Previous studies have addressed benefits of peer review associated
with multiple technology tools, such as Microsoft Word (e.g., Abuseileek
& Abualsha’r, 2014), synchronous chatting (e.g., Chang, 2012), bulletin-board posting (e.g., Guardado & Shi, 2007), and blogs (e.g., Chen,
2012). However, the newly developed asynchronous CMC tool Turnitin
PeerMark has barely been explored. Turnitin (http://turnitin.com/),
formerly known for its plagiarism check service, is gradually becoming accepted as a technology to improve student writing (Straumsheim,
2016). Besides Originality Check, more functions have been added during
recent years, such as PeerMark, Revision Assistant, and Scoring Engine.
PeerMark, an online peer review tool used in smaller learning communities, largely alleviates the concern about students’ intellectual property
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that Originality Check may cause (Roll, 2017), and it is beginning to capture researchers’ and instructors’ attention.
Li and Li (2017) initially investigated the affordances of PeerMark for
peer review. Results revealed that students made full use of the platform
and provided primarily revision-oriented feedback (i.e., feedback that encourages writers to reconsider and revise the content, organization, and
language use, etc., of their writing) at both global levels (e.g., idea development, organization of writing, and purpose and audience) and local levels
(e.g., wording, grammar, and punctuation). Students also unanimously
appreciated distinctive functions of PeerMark for peer review. What is still
unknown is to what extent and in which ways the students incorporate
PeerMark feedback into their revisions. Further examination of the impact
of peer review on students’ revisions would certainly help us understand
the role of Turnitin in peer review and writing activities. Therefore, in this
teaching article, I share my experience of using Turnitin PeerMark for peer
review in a first-year writing class. After presenting the multiple functions
of Turnitin PeerMark, I will focus on how PeerMark feedback is incorporated into students’ revisions, explain the students’ perceptions revealed in
my study, and, finally, address pedagogical recommendations.
The Study
Context and Participants
This study comes from a larger research project on the affordances of
Turnitin for online peer review conducted in a first-year writing course
named “Composition I” at a public university in the southeastern United
States (Li & Li, 2017). Composition I aims to develop college students’
academic writing skills. The students used the textbook They Say, I Say:
The Moves that Matter in Academic Writing (Graff & Birkenstein, 2014),
which introduces rhetorical moves of different genres and recommends
effective techniques on multiple aspects of academic writing such as quoting, summarizing, responding, and distinguishing the author’s voice from
others’ voices. In the mainstream class that I taught, 13 students (out
of 19 in the class) consented to participate in the study. They were native
speakers of English and had received little previous formal training in academic writing. Some students had former experience in peer review, but
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no one had used Turnitin PeerMark for peer review prior to the start of
the project.
Procedures
I set up Turnitin as an external tool embedded in the course management system Desire2Learn (D2L). I offered a 50-minute training session
in which I gave a brief PowerPoint lecture on using PeerMark to conduct
peer review and guided students to watch and discuss a relevant YouTube
video (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EL32ovtZiKc), and students
then practiced using multiple PeerMark functions (i.e., commenting
tools, composition marks, and PeerMark questions) to provide feedback
on a short paragraph that peers had submitted. Specifically, they used
commenting tools to highlight text and leave comments directly on the
paper (see Figure 1 for examples); they added composition mark symbols (see Figure 2) for specific problematic words or phrases by clicking and dragging them; they also evaluated peer writing on both global
and local areas by answering assignment-specific PeerMark questions.
Figure 3 provides an example of how students performed peer review
using Turnitin PeerMark.

Figure 1. Screenshots of two types of commenting tools used by participants.
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Figure 2. Screenshot of composition marks.

Figure 3. Screenshot of sample PeerMark review.
In the larger project, students conducted double-blinded peer review
activities using PeerMark on three writing tasks (i.e., summary and response, argumentation, and rhetorical analysis) sequentially. Students’ writing drafts, the peer comments made via commenting tools and composition
marks, and students’ responses to PeerMark questions were all archived on
the D2L Turnitin site. Students were able to review the comments that peers
provided on their own essays upon the completion of each peer review session. After completing the three peer review tasks, five students volunteered

Li, M. (2018). Online peer review using Turnitin PeerMark. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2),
99–117.

104 • Mimi Li

to take semistructured individual interviews with me. I also collected students’ revised essays submitted to D2L.
Data Analysis
In this teaching article, I focus on students’ peer reviews on only one
assignment, the summary and response essay. I specifically examined the
summary and response papers written by four participants who had taken
individual interviews with me and meanwhile had received complete peer
comments, indicated as 100% in the PeerMark module (one of the five
students who took interviews was excluded due to the incomplete peer
work he received). Students’ perceptions of using Turnitin for peer review helped interpret how they considered peer comments and how they
incorporated these comments into their revisions. Drawing on the constant comparative method (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), I conducted content
analysis of the interviews after transcribing them, in which I identified a
major theme through reading and rereading the data: the advantages of
Turnitin-based peer review.
To analyze incorporated versus nonincorporated feedback, I compared the four students’ first drafts of their summary and response essays
with their revised papers, and focused on revision-oriented comments. In
particular I examined the revisions that were generated from peers’ feedback using commenting tools and composition marks and from peers’ responses to PeerMark questions. More specifically, I did frequency counts
for incorporated comments and nonincorporated comments in relation
to three PeerMark functions—composition marks, commenting tools,
and PeerMark questions, so as to evaluate the potential role of Turnitin
PeerMark for peer response and revision. After distinguishing between
incorporated feedback and nonincorporated feedback, I analyzed the
specific ways in which the students incorporated peer feedback. Rather
than imposing existing categories of peer revisions on the available data,
I read and reread revised texts in comparison with original texts and induced four salient categories: direct correcting, deleting trouble sources,
rephrasing, and adding. These revisions were then divided into different
categories that emerged from the data, including title, citation, syntax,
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discourse, lexicon, and mechanics. Please see Table 1 for definitions and
representative examples of the different revision categories.
Table 1
Taxonomy of revisions
Revision types
Direct correcting

Definitions and examples
Correcting mistakes directly pointed out by peer reviewers
E.g., “For citations, move the period to the end of the last
parenthesis.” Ex: “. . . it is presented” (Prensky 5).
[The citation format was corrected by the writer.]

Deleting trouble
sources

Removing texts that are confusing or have language problems
E.g., “By taking into account the evolution of technology, Prensky introduces a way to conform to the people who have grown
up with new technology and have different ways of absorbing
information, not all digital natives require new methods.”
[In response to “Sentence too long and run-on,” the writer deleted “, not all digital natives require new methods.”]

Rephrasing

Expressing existing ideas in an alternative way
E.g., “In his essay ‘Digital Natives, Digital Immigrants,’ Marc
Prensky tries to highlight that the younger generation is so different . . .”
[In response to “highlights would be more of a bold and sure
statement,” the writer changed “tries to highlight” to “states.”]

Adding

Adding information to existing contents
E.g., In response to “Add one or two paragraphs summarizing
Prensky’s main ideas before you give your response,” the writer
added a new paragraph: “He also points out that even though
there were chances for digital immigrants to educate themselves
with technology, . . . this new change could be more difficult for
the old rather than the new.”

In the following section, I take a quantitative overview of incorporated and nonincorporated comments in relation to three PeerMark
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functions and present the four ways in which peer feedback on multiple
writing issues was incorporated, with illustrative excerpts. Then, I relate
these findings to students’ perceptions of the advantages of using Turnitin
PeerMark for peer review and interpret the results of the study.
Results and Discussion
Quantitative Overview of Incorporated Comments
Table 2 shows the instances and percentages of feedback incorporated and feedback not incorporated for each summary and response paper
that the four focal participants completed. The results show that students
provided revision-oriented peer feedback mainly using commenting tools,
followed by composition marks. As Student A reported in the interview,
commenting tools enable peer reviewers to “provide feedback on multiple
aspects without messing up the paper.” Student B, on the other hand, addressed the usefulness of composition marks: “They are handy,” “help identify grammatical errors,” and “provide different choices to fit the reviewers’
needs.” In responses to PeerMark questions, students provided some
constructive comments addressing improvement of the title, documentation format, quotations, contents, and organization of writing. PeerMark
questions are considered as “guidelines for commenting” (Student C), and
they “give more insight to what needs to be fixed” and “ensure thorough
checking” (Student D). As depicted in Table 2, the majority of PeerMark
comments were incorporated into students’ revisions (namely, 77.8%,
100%, 91.7%, and 73.3% for the four essays respectively). This observation
was connected with students’ positive attitudes toward the PeerMark tool.
Students praised the efficiency of the tool; for example, Student C stated,
“I like the clarity of it. It is simple and easy to use. It helped me revise
my papers more effectively.” Students also appreciated the anonymity that
this tool affords. Student D said, “I feel like this reduces the awkwardness
that comes with revising others’ work in person. This allows us to write
responses/comments more thoroughly.” Therefore, writers felt that they
benefited from more thorough peer comments generated on PeerMark
(compared to face-to-face comments) and incorporated them into their
revisions.
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Table 2
Incorporation/nonincorporation of PeerMark feedback in summary and
response papers
Paper

Feedback

Composition Comments Responses
marks
to PeerMark
questions

Total (percentage)

Student Feedback
1
A’s paper incorporated

5

1

7 (77.8 %)

Feedback not 1
incorporated

1

0

2 (22.2%)

Subtotal

2

6

1

9 (100%)

Student Feedback
1
B’s paper incorporated

5

1

7 (100%)

Feedback not 0
incorporated

0

0

0 (0%)

Subtotal

1

5

1

7 (100%)

Student Feedback
5
C’s paper incorporated

6

0

11 (91.7%)

Feedback not 0
incorporated

0

1

1 (8.3%)

Subtotal

5

6

1

12 (100%)

Student Feedback
4
D’s paper incorporated

5

2

11 (73.3%)

Feedback not 1
incorporated

2

1

4 (26.7%)

Subtotal

7

3

15 (100%)

5

Moreover, the interviews revealed that students were able to revise their own papers more effectively after conducting peer review using
PeerMark functions. As Student C commented, “The [PeerMark] questions that are asked ensure that I have checked everything that is necessary, and I will start asking myself these questions in my own writing.” That
is, responding to task-related PeerMark questions was helpful not only
Li, M. (2018). Online peer review using Turnitin PeerMark. Journal of Response to Writing, 4(2),
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for writers, but also for reviewers. This finding echoed recent research
(e.g., Lundstrom & Baker, 2009; Tigchelaar, 2016) positing that reviewing
texts can bring even more benefits than receiving feedback.
Ways of Incorporation
The participants demonstrated four ways of incorporating peer feedback into revisions: direct correcting, deleting trouble sources, rephrasing, and adding. The revisions are in multiple areas at both global levels
(e.g., contents and organization of writing) and local levels (e.g., title, citation, syntax, lexicon, and mechanics). The comments on the titles and
citations were mostly triggered by PeerMark Questions 1, 9, and 14 (see
the Appendix for specific questions). The comments on content and organization were generated from PeerMark Questions 3, 4, 5, and 10. The
comments on syntax were generally made using two types of commenting
tools: comment bubbles and inline comments overlaid on the paper (see
Figure 1). Composition mark symbols assisted with feedback on lexicon
and mechanics. Table 3 shows an overall picture of how the students incorporated feedback into their revisions through the four methods concerning multiple writing components.
The following are some illustrative examples demonstrating the four
types of incorporation. Textual changes are highlighted in bold.
Direct correcting. Students directly corrected the mistakes (e.g., in
grammar, spelling, punctuation, format) that their peers pointed out.
Example 1 (from Student B’s paper):
Original text: Prensky also believes that the technology has become a major part of
almost every student’s.
PeerMark feedback: I would change “student’s” to “student’s life” or “student.”
Revised text: He believes that the technology has become a major part of almost
every student’s life.
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Table 3
Four ways of feedback incorporation at different levels
Title

Citation

Syntax/

Lexicon Mechanics Total

discourse
Student Correcting 0
A’s paper Adding
1

0

0

0

3

3

2

1

0

0

4

Rephrasing 0

0

0

0

0

0

Deleting

0

0

0

0

0

0

Student Correcting 0
B’s paper Adding
1

0

0

1

2

3

0

1

0

0

2

Rephrasing 0

0

0

2

0

2

Deleting

0

0

0

0

0

0

Correcting 0

1

0

1

4

6

Adding

Student
C’s
paper
Student
D’s
paper

0

0

0

0

0

0

Rephrasing 0

0

1

2

0

3

Deleting

0

0

1

1

0

2

Correcting 0

0

0

1

2

3

Adding

0

1

2

0

0

3

Rephrasing 0

0

1

3

0

4

Deleting

0

0

1

0

1

0

Example 2 (from Student A’s paper):
Original text: Prensky comments, “There is no reason that a generation that can
memorize over 100 Pokemon characters with all their characteristics, history and
evolution can’t learn the names, populations, capitals and relationships of all the 181
nations in the world. It just depends on how it is presented.” (Prensky 5)
PeerMark feedback: For citations, move the period to the end of the last parenthesis.
Ex: . . . it is presented” (Prensky 5).
Revised text: Prensky comments, “There is no reason that a generation that can
memorize over 100 Pokemon characters with all their characteristics, history and
evolution can’t learn the names, populations, capitals and relationships of all the 181
nations in the world. It just depends on how it is presented” (Prensky 5).
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Deleting trouble sources. Students deleted the texts (e.g., words,
clauses) which had problems that their peers had pinpointed.
Example 3 (from Student C’s paper):
Original text: Being that natives have had the opportunity to have technology readily available from an early point in life, they need it to succeed in a school setting.
PeerMark feedback: WC (composition mark meaning word choice) pointing to
“readily”
Revised text: Being that natives have had the opportunity to have technology readily available from an early point in life, they need it to succeed in a school setting.

Example 4 (from Student C’s paper):
Original text: By taking into account the evolution of technology, Prensky introduces a way to conform to the people who have grown up with new technology and
have different ways of absorbing information, not all digital natives require new
methods.
PeerMark feedback: 1) This sentence is kinda long. 2) R/O [composition mark
meaning run-on sentence] pointing to the last clause.
Revised text: By taking into account the evolution of technology, Prensky introduces a way to conform to the people who have grown up with new technology
and have different ways of absorbing information, not all digital natives require
new methods.

Rephrasing. Based on peer comments, students improved the original
text by using substitute words or phrases.
Example 5 (from Student D’s paper):
Original text: This struggle in Prensky’s eyes is hampering students from learning.
PeerMark feedback: Awk [Composition mark meaning awkward expression]
Revised text: This struggle in Prensky’s eyes is hampering students’ ability to learn.
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Example 6 (from Student A’s paper):
Original text: In his essay, “Digital Natives, Digital Immigrants,” Marc Prensky
tries to highlight that the younger generation is so different. . . .
PeerMark feedback: I think saying “highlights” would be more of a bold and sure
statement.
Revised text: In his essay, “Digital Natives, Digital Immigrants,” Marc Prensky
states that the younger generation is so different. . . .

This example clearly shows students’ attention to reporting verbs,
which was a topic reviewed in this course.
Adding/elaborating. Based on peer comments, students added requested information or elaborated on the original ideas to improve contents and organization of their writing (at discourse levels).
Example 7 (from Student D’s paper):
Response to PeerMark Question #14 (Does the citation/format style meet MLA/APA
requirements?): No, there is no citation page.
Revision: [Works Cited page was added, according to the MLA format.]

Example 8 (from Student D’s paper):
Response to PeerMark Question #10 (Which way does the author choose to respond? . . . Is the response effective? Explain.): I don’t see a clear response to the
article and your point of view.
Revision: [Response section was largely elaborated. Due to the word limit, added
texts are not presented here. The writer critically responded to three content areas, as
addressed in the revised paper: (1) “Students born in the digital age are tech savvy,”
(2) “Teachers need to blend more digital aspects into their curriculum,” and (3)
“Teachers need to learn to communicate in a language that students understand.”]

Example 9 (From Student C’s paper):
Response to the inline comment: Add one or two paragraphs summarizing Prensky’s
main ideas, before you give your response.
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Revision: [The paragraph was added.] He also points out that even though there
were chances for Digital Immigrants to educate themselves with Native technology,
they turned down the opportunity to become familiar with new programs. For his
example, he shares that the CAD software created by Digital Immigrants was quickly
turned down due to their lack of technological understanding of this new program.
Throughout the article Prensky points out the bad affects Digital Immigrants have
on Natives and why “future” teaching methods should be used; however, this new
change could be more difficult for the old rather than the new.

Comparing the four feedback incorporation methods, I found that
direct correcting tended to be the one most frequently used, followed by
adding (in both local areas and global areas) and rephrasing. Deleting
was the least frequent method that students adopted. On a specific note,
because most of the peer feedback points, being revision-oriented, were
explicit, appropriate, and correct, students adopted them directly. In response to composition mark symbols (e.g., awkward expression, insert
words), rephrasing acts were performed. As to other, larger parts that
needed to be reworked mainly triggered by PeerMark questions (e.g.,
summary section and response section), students added text/ideas at
discourse and paragraph levels. Regarding the small portion of trouble
sources involving words and clauses, deletion acts were performed.
Conclusion and Recommendations
This study suggests that the Turnitin PeerMark activity helps students
improve their skills as both reviewers and writers. PeerMark enables them
to use various feedback tools to provide written comments, particularly
revision-oriented feedback, at different levels (e.g., discourse, syntax, lexicon, and mechanics). Students incorporated up to 100% of peer feedback
into their revisions. They appropriately incorporated peer comments
by direct correcting, deleting trouble sources, rephrasing, and adding/
elaborating. This study reinforces the results of previous studies (Chang,
2012; Guardado & Shi, 2007; Tuzi, 2004) that reported positive effects of
online peer feedback, such as convenient interactive textual exchange,
increased revision-oriented feedback, and a majority of peer-initiated
revisions incorporated into writing products. Moreover, students in this
study were found to have made not only writing revisions based on what
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peers initiated but also additional changes to their own essays after carefully evaluating peer writing according to the assignment-tailored guiding
questions.
This study has a few limitations. A small data set involving four focal
participants was examined in the study; a quantitative analysis of a larger
sample size would better help evaluate the value of Turnitin PeerMark
in writing classes. The study only focused on students’ PeerMark review
concerning one writing assignment (the summary and response essay);
examining peer comments across multiple writing assignments would
reveal the interaction between the technology tool and tasks and thus
further explain the affordances of PeerMark for online peer review.
Despite the limitations presented above, this study draws our attention
to Turnitin PeerMark’s pedagogical potentials. The unique functions of
PeerMark scaffold and facilitate students’ peer review process. Specifically,
composition marks (with automatic explanation of the terms) help students highlight problematic segments; the commenting tools allow them
to provide feedback in both local and global areas; the assignment-tailored
PeerMark guiding questions raise their awareness of more global issues
and enable them to apply newly learned knowledge in writing. Moreover,
students perform double-blind peer review using Turnitin PeerMark. The
anonymity enables students to conduct review in a more comfortable
environment, thus leading to more honest, constructive, and quality
feedback. This article calls for more use of Turnitin PeerMark as a new
and effective platform for peer review in the composition and L2 learning
contexts. Fortunately, Turnitin PeerMark can be integrated into commonly used course management systems (CMSs), such as Blackboard,
Canvas, Desire2Learn, and Moodle, with the cost included in the Turnitin
package that institutions purchase. Practitioners are therefore encouraged to implement Turnitin PeerMark activities in their classes via the
CMS their institutions adopt.
Instructors need to train students to use multiple PeerMark functions
(i.e., commenting tools, composition marks, and PeerMark questions) for
peer review. Lecture slides together with video tutorials accessible online
would be useful for the training session. It is necessary to arrange a trial
session in which students practice commenting on peers’ short papers
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using the PeerMark functions. Before implementing peer review tasks,
designing effective assignment-tailored PeerMark guiding questions is also
important because they will facilitate the peer review process and consolidate students’ learning of new knowledge in writing. Moreover, a
well-established grading rubric for peer review (concerning the use of
multiple PeerMark functions) would encourage students to take full advantage of the PeerMark tools and help improve the quality and quantity
of peer feedback. In addition, instructors should emphasize the connection between students’ peer review activities and the revision of students’
own writing. For instance, have students consider if the constructive
feedback they have given on their peers’ writing also applies to their own
writing and double check if their paper meets the criteria indicated in the
assignment-tailored PeerMark questions.
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Appendix
Turnitin PeerMark questions for the assignment of summary and response essay.
1. What do you think of the title of this paper? Do you have any
suggestions?
2. Does the first sentence of this paper include the name of the author
and the title of the original article?
3. Does the summary accurately present the meaning of the original
text? Explain.
4. How complete do you think is the summary of the article? Is there
any important information missing? If so, what is it?
5. To what extent do you think the summary helps you understand the
structure/logic/development patterns of the original article? Explain.
6. Does the summary include personal judgement? Any instances of
“closest cliché syndrome” are identified?
7. Are the original points and examples summarized concisely? Explain.
8. Can you see a clear thesis statement? Explain.
9. Are quotations integrated smoothly? Any instances of “Dangling
Quotations” are identified? Explain.
10. Which way does the author choose to respond (i.e., disagree—and
explain why, agree—but with a difference, agree and disagree simultaneously)? Is the response effective? Explain.
11. Is it easy to differentiate between the original author’s points of view
and those from the summary writer? Explain.
12. Are the signal/reporting verbs used effectively? Explain.
13. How effective is the author’s use of transitional words/sentences?
Explain.
14. Does the citation and format style meet MLA/APA requirements?
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